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ABSTRACT
THE LONG JOURNEY DOWN MARKET STREET:
AN ORAL HISTORY BASED BIOGRAPHY OF MARY CRAIK
Denise Vulhop Watkins
April 16, 2020
This interdisciplinary dissertation examines the life of Mary B. Craik, a
Louisvillian who was a professor, feminist activist, philanthropist and artist. The project’s
main focus is on Craik’s feminist awakening and activism, and their alignment with
second wave feminism. The primary method of data collection was oral history and
consisted of interviews with Craik and some of her friends, acquaintances, and
colleagues. Additional sources included a scrapbook that documented her major life
events, the trial transcript from a gender discrimination lawsuit she launched, and art
quilts she made in her later years after she retired. This project examines these resources
with historiographies related to feminist social, legal, and art histories serving as a
backdrop.
After examining the data, it can be determined that Craik’s chronicle not only
aligns with second wave feminism, it expands our understanding of the scope of this
movement. Her years-long experience with a gender discrimination case that she filed
paints a clearer picture of what these legal actions entail, including the toll they extract
from plaintiffs. Craik’s case illuminates that these lawsuits can effect positive changes
that improve institutional patriarchy, but these gains have limitations, justifying the need
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for continued legal protections for women who face discrimination. The financial
settlement from this case enabled Craik to practice her feminism through philanthropic
and artistic endeavors in her later years, which brought Craik considerable positive
attention. These activities also provide clues into who Craik was as a person, and what
motivated her as a feminist. Her artwork offers compelling evidence that turbulent events
from her personal life, including a traumatic childhood, affected her more deeply than she
admitted. Finally, this study also provides another example to growing scholarship
regarding grassroots activism, broadening our understanding of how widespread feminist
activism was throughout the second wave.
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INTRODUCTION
When trial proceedings began on January 13, 1981 in a Minnesota court room,
Mary B. Craik sat at the plaintiff’s table, ready to finally have her day in court.1 She was
prepared to testify on the persistent gender discrimination and sexual harassment she had
experienced from her employer, Saint Cloud State University (SCSU). Unfortunately, she
had brought to that table a wealth of experience of abuse at the hands of men: she
suffered physical abuse from her father, a violent first marriage, and, finally, a slew of
insults as an early Women’s Studies professor at SCSU.
Craik was born in 1924 in Louisville and was raised in poverty with an abusive
father. She married in 1942 at the age of eighteen, and stutter-stepped towards
independence when she divorced two years later, becoming a single mother to a baby.
She remarried, and conformed to gendered expectations as a housewife and mother—
eventually adding two more children to her family. She mastered her duties to the extent
that she won a domestic-themed pageant and other contests. However, Craik also
continued her slow journey to empowerment when she enrolled in a local community
college. As the years went by, she eventually rode the second wave of feminism that
crashed ashore in the 1960s. She completed a Ph.D., became a professor, and engaged in
feminist activism. Her advocacy culminated in a noteworthy gender discrimination
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In writing this biography, I deliberated over whether I would refer to her by the first name of
Mary or married last name of Craik. I settled on Craik, although it may seem counterintuitive to use a
woman’s married last name in a feminist biography. I chose the name, in part, because it seemed more
formal for an academic dissertation. More importantly, Craik placed great value on her new last name and,
after she married Jim Craik at age twenty-one, used it until her death seventy-four years later.
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lawsuit that she filed in 1976. When this case finally ended in 1985, she continued her
feminist activity in some fashion until her elderly years, most notably through
philanthropy and artwork. She died in 2019.
This interdisciplinary study examines Craik’s life in detail, outlining her feminist
awakening by weaving women’s and gender studies with oral, social, legal, and art
history. Craik’s personal evolution illuminates themes in women’s history relevant to her
experiences in academia, the courtroom, the arts, and her native Louisville as well as
other places in the southern and midwestern United States where she had lived. I argue
that the account of Mary Craik’s feminist odyssey expands our understanding of the
scope of the women’s movement in the second half of the twentieth century. Craik did
not partake in large scale marches or protests. Still, her work and advocacy illustrate that
even without the support and infrastructure of feminist organizations, individual women
outside of densely populated urban centers created or found strategies to advocate for
equality and resist patriarchal structures in their smaller towns.
Much of Craik’s trajectory from a traditional homemaker in the post-World War
II (WWII) era to a feminist activist in the 1970s and beyond exemplifies the experience
of many unremembered women. Likewise, the backlash she faced for her forceful
activism from the late 1970s through the 1980s parallels the general history of what many
historians refer to as the “second wave” of the women’s movement.2 Of course, evidence
contextualizing individual women’s accounts within the framework of women’s
liberation in the mid-to-late twentieth century abounds. Given the similarities to other
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Ruth Rosen, The World Split Open: How the Modern Women’s Movement Changed America
(New York: Viking, 2000), 85.
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established narratives from the twentieth century, what makes Craik’s trajectory unique
and/or worth examination?
The most compelling reason to explore Craik’s account in greater detail is her
gender discrimination lawsuit, perhaps the most defining event in her life. The
experiences of feminists who brought these legal challenges, which were made possible
because of the passage of federal regulations such as Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, remains under-explored. By studying Craik’s personal account in depth, we gain a
greater understanding of the significance of these lawsuits and the effect they have on a
woman’s life. The settlement from this particular case dramatically altered Craik’s life,
and temporarily disrupted the institutional patriarchy at SCSU. Within ten years of
Craik’s settlement, others filed another gender discrimination suit against SCSU, using
her suit as a basis. This examination also offers a more thorough understanding of the
limitations of relying on these legal protections. Employment discrimination cases are
lengthy, difficult to prove, and they exact a heavy toll on the physical and emotional
health of the plaintiff. Legal proceedings are costly, often excluding women without the
means to pursue them. This study explores both the advances and limitations legal
resolutions provide.
Craik’s evolution also commands consideration because it largely unfolded in the
southern and midwestern regions of the United States from 1947-1986, spanning small to
medium-sized cities in Kentucky, Georgia, Alabama, Texas, and Iowa before culminating
in Minnesota. None of these places acquired a reputation in the mainstream media as a
hotbed of activism. Certainly, feminist historians recognize that feminist activity occurred
in regions other than large urban centers and the coasts throughout the 1960s-1970s and
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scholars have documented narratives from the South and Midwest regions to dispel such
myths.3 Yet the action in these areas and the figures involved remain under-studied. My
project builds on the growing body of historical evidence of activism in these territories,
offering a fuller and clearer picture of how widespread the women’s movement became
during the second half of the twentieth century. To date, no large scale studies on
feminist activity in Louisville, or even Kentucky, have been published. While this
examination does not provide an overview of feminist activism in Louisville, it addresses
a dearth in the literature by offering a local case study.
Once she began her career as a professor in 1968, Craik only knew of a few active
feminists who lived near her in Saint Cloud, Minnesota, and she became acquainted with
others through statewide organizations. She certainly did not have the mass levels of
support that feminists in urban centers may have enjoyed, such as the approximately fifty
thousand women who attended the August 1970 march in New York City
commemorating the fiftieth anniversary of voting rights. Since Craik did not have a
robust support mechanism and because she knew few other outspoken feminists who
lived near her, she relied on both grassroots advocacy and, later, the courts to address
gender discrimination. This study documents Craik’s experiences in both of these
underexplored arenas, thereby adding to the body of knowledge on the women’s
liberation movement in the United States.
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Stephanie Gilmore, Groundswell: Grassroots Feminism Activism in Postwar America (NY:
Routledge, 2013) explores grassroots activism in Memphis, TN, and Columbus OH; Yvonne Johnson, ed.,
Feminist Frontiers: Women Who Shaped the Midwest (Kirksville, Missouri: Truman State Un. Press, 2010)
explores eleven different feminists who were active in the Midwest region, with three of them who were
active in the latter half of the twentieth century in Kansas, Michigan, and Missouri; Megan Taylor
Shockley, Creating a Progressive Commonwealth (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2018)
is a study of grassroots feminism in Virginia from 1970-2000s; and Ruth Rosen, The World Split Open:
How the Modern Women’s Movement Changed America (New York: Viking, 2000) devotes attention to
some women’s events and organizations in the Midwestern region such as the Wisconsin Mafia.
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The activities in Craik’s later years also merit analysis. While the lawsuit is
arguably the most monumental aspect of her feminist journey, the philanthropy and
artwork to which she devoted her retirement years are inextricably linked to it. Without
the legal settlement, she certainly would not have established her scholarship, and likely
would not have found as much success in her artistic creations. Yet without the art and
financial gifts, her gender discrimination case and activism may have been forgotten.
Craik never became a nationally recognized figure, but she gained and maintained
considerable name recognition in Louisville through her artistic and philanthropic
endeavors. These components, which add to the interdisciplinary nature of this study,
offer additional insights into Craik as a feminist. Her art quilts in particular reveal
emotions and truths that she otherwise attempted to conceal or that she subconsciously
buried. Finally, her creative expressions and scholarship ensure that her feminist ideals
will continue beyond her lifetime. Craik’s connection to the future is guaranteed by her
endowment, which provides financial assistance to women with economic hardships so
that they may pursue higher education. Additionally, her artwork will remain for coming
generations to view and potentially analyze.
Craik’s story is also extraordinary, in part, because it contains unique elements
that add texture, depth, and detail to women’s liberation activism. She positioned herself
in the outer margins of the different phases she occupied throughout her transition. For
example, when in the role of traditional homemaker, she did not simply comply
minimally with gendered conventions by cooking, cleaning, rearing children, and other
household duties. She excelled at them, winning a pageant and other contests wherein she
was judged on those criteria. She pivoted drastically in later years when she transitioned
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into a feminist. She did not merely attempt to satisfy her individual frustrations and
promote women’s independence by earning her Ph.D. and starting a career as a tenured
professor. She pushed beyond that milestone and developed a Women’s Studies program,
pursued administrative leadership roles, and went to the extreme of filing a
discrimination lawsuit when she believed that she did not receive a promotion because of
her gender.
Introducing Craik’s family dynamic to the narrative further texturizes this story.
She suffered child abuse in her youth followed by a tumultuous first marriage. A second
marriage lasted nearly sixty years, but lingering tensions culminated in dramatic fashion
and nearly ended the union. Perhaps the most captivating facet of her family history
involves the fractured bonds between Craik and two of her three children. Once her
children grew up, each of their stories contain bizarre developments that reach well
beyond simple family disagreements and are difficult to believe. Although this study
examines the family dynamic only partially, due to a lack of sources, it adds intrigue to
the exploration of Craik’s individual odyssey. Still, some analysis of Craik’s family life is
crucial insofar as it provides an opportunity to consider the ways in which the twentieth
century women’s movement may have affected family mechanics as feminists advocated
for political action regarding personal issues.
Methodology and Disciplinary Frameworks
The primary method employed for this study is oral history. I first met Mary
Craik in September of 2011. This encounter was the first of ten subsequent interviews I
conducted with her over the next eight years. Through these discussions, it became clear
that Craik’s wide variety of experiences necessitated an interdisciplinary approach to
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complete the research for this manuscript. With this in mind, I weave and contextualize
her oral histories with a few other interviews and with historiographies related to feminist
social, legal, and art histories.
Oral history can reveal a lot about the life of Mary Craik. Through oral histories,
personal information as it relates to historical events, such as the emotional, physical, or
psychological impact in the aftermath of an incident can be relayed offering a more
complete picture to add to historical facts. For example, the passage of Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act can inform us about how the new law paved the way for gender
discrimination cases to move forward and the general facts regarding such cases.
Listening to Craik describe her own experiences with a gender discrimination lawsuit
enhances and clarifies the historical record because we learn other pertinent material,
such as the emotional and financial costs such cases exacted.
Women’s and gender history in particular has benefitted from oral history
methods. Feminist sociologist Patricia Leavy promotes such qualitative research methods
to correct or clarify historical records. She notes that while it would be a mistake to label
oral history as a “feminist method,” feminist researchers have certainly expanded its use
to investigate groups who were otherwise ignored or may not have left many written
records, such as women.4
Leavy adds that by unearthing the stories of these marginalized groups through
oral histories, feminist researchers seek for “meaning from the perspective of those being
studied” and “imbue the process with an activist or public component.”5 She suggests that

4
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Patricia Leavy, Oral History (Oxford, Eng.: Oxford UP, 2011), 4. E-book.
Ibid.
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more meaningful dialogue exists if the narrator trusts the interviewer, which is more
likely if the two share a culturally similar background.
My experience with Craik supports these arguments. In the first couple of times I
met her, I sensed that she was testing me. To earn Craik’s approval, I quickly intuited that
I had to identify as a feminist who was interested in listening to and sharing her story
from an activist woman’s viewpoint, and I had to affirm that I generally aligned with her
political leanings. As her confidence in me deepened through the years, she became more
open to discussing such matters.
While benefits to using oral history are plenty, potential pitfalls with the approach
have emerged. Sherna Gluck and Daphne Patai, editors of the classic 1991 book,
Women’s Words: The Feminist Practice of Oral History, gathered input from several
feminist oral historians. These scholars documented complications and predicaments that
arose during their oral history experiences and offered solutions for navigating these
challenges.
One difficulty lies in the possibility that an interviewer might falsely assume that
a narrator feels empowered simply by sharing her chronicle, especially if it is a history or
viewpoint that would have otherwise been buried. Gluck and Patai warn, “[N]arrators are
typically not true partners in the process,” adding, “This shift in control over the narrative
reveals the potential for appropriation hiding under the comforting rationale of
empowerment.”6 The interviewer risks altering the power balance if she attempts to shape
a story to a preconceived activist agenda. The researcher also chooses to approach—or

6

Sherna Gluck and Daphne Patai, Women’s Words: The Feminist Practice of Oral History (New
York: Routledge, 1991), 2. This book has been expanded upon taking into account additional power
differentials the earlier volume did not acknowledge in Katrina Srigley, Stacey Zembrzycki, and Franca
Iacovetta, eds., Beyond Women’s Words (Routledge: New York, 2018).
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not approach—others who may offer a different perspective on a given story or event,
potentially drastically altering an account. Moreover, the interviewer interprets and
analyzes the initial interview, then creates a scholarly project. Each step in this process,
from the oral history to completion of a manuscript, potentially dilutes any empowerment
the original narrator felt through sharing her experience.
This process also practically guarantees that differences in interpretation between
the narrator and interviewer will emerge. The interviewer’s professional background and
research might present valid alternatives to the narrator’s viewpoint. These conflicting
analyses introduce an important question: who has authority over the narrative?
One method to alleviate such problems, according to oral historians Kathryn
Anderson and Dana C. Jack, is to refine listening techniques when conducting these
interviews. This adaptation includes monitoring the nonverbal cues the subject
communicates, as well as reviewing our own responses to the narrators and what they
share. They conclude, “Realizing the possibilities of the oral history interview demands a
shift in methodology from information gathering, where the focus is on the right
questions, to interaction, where the focus is on process, on the dynamic unfolding of the
subject’s viewpoint.”7
Once I got to know Craik better, I grew more adept at understanding her
responses, including a better grasping of what she did not say. She experienced many
hardships throughout her life, and openly shared the facts surrounding these encounters.
Yet, she rarely stated how these incidents affected her emotionally. For example, when
she discussed her traumatic childhood, she would only say that it taught her to be a
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Kathryn Anderson and Dana C. Jack in Gluck and Patai, Women’s Words, 11-26.
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fighter, that she learned anger can motivate a person to create positive change, or that her
father was a mean man. She never divulged her own emotional response to these
experiences, nor did she concede they affected her into her adulthood. I later recognized
patterns in which Craik seemed to deflect emotional pain. Sometimes, she instead shared
how a negative occurrence motivated her to accomplish something worthwhile or
triumphant. For example, when her second husband reenlisted in the military without
telling her and left her alone with two young children, she bought a trailer and drove
hundreds of miles to join him.
Feminist oral historian Katherine Borland also suggests amending oral history
procedures. She reveals an experience with a narrator who rebuffed Borland’s analyses of
an oral history she (the narrator) shared. Borland applied feminist theory and history to
her interpretation of the narrative, which the subject believed unfairly infused the story
with a preconceived feminist agenda. After this conflict emerged, Borland reflected and
determined, at first, that expanding the process might alleviate these problems in the
future. Rather than merely collecting data from a narrator, she encouraged including the
narrator in the interpretive phase.8 Yet twenty-five years later, she reconsidered this
dispute and amended her conclusion. She recognizes that in an oral narration,
understanding another’s viewpoint, which is important, does not require a person to fully
accept it. Instead of trying to find agreement, grasping the reasons for differences in
perspectives between the narrator and interviewer can lead to deeper appreciation.9 I, too,
encountered incidents where my interpretation of events differed from Craik’s. She never

8
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Katherine Borland in Gluck and Patai, Women’s Words, 73.
Katherine Borland in Beyond Women’s Words (Routledge: New York, 2018), 31-37.
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identified as a feminist artist, yet I disagreed based on the perspicuous feminist themes in
some of her works. Even though I never accepted her perspective, through conversations
with her I came to understand the reasons she resisted the label, and included her
explanations in my analysis.
Another potential problem that arises with oral history as a research method
concerns the veracity of a narrator’s account. Alpern et al. write that verifying oral
accounts is even more problematic with women’s history because documentation and
secondary sources are more difficult to find.10 Oral historian Sandy Polishuk discovered
that one of her subjects, Julia Ruuttila, had lied while being interviewed, and it seemed
she did so knowingly and willingly. Polishuk only discovered the falsehoods after
Ruuttila’s death and was unable to ask her about them. Polishuk suggests that it is the
scholar’s responsibility to verify claims made by the narrator and to explain any
contradictions in accounts, either between the narrator and other subjects, or the narrator
herself.11
The chronicle that unfolds in the following pages is, in part, based on Craik’s own
words, beginning in 2011, when she was eighty-seven years old. By telling her story in
the late stages of life, Craik benefitted from a broader perspective. However, memories
had faded somewhat: she sometimes confused chronology and dates, forgot some names,
and blurred aspects of her experiences. Where possible, others who knew her or shared
experiences with her clarified, supplemented, or corroborated her narrative.
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Sara Alpern, Joyce Antler, Elisabeth Israels Perry, and Ingrid Winther Scobie, eds., The
Challenge of Feminist Biography: Writing the Lives of Women (Chicago: University of Illinois Press), 12.
11
Sandy Polishuk, “Secrets Lies and Misremembering: Take II,” The Oral History Review 32, no.
2 (2005): 51
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Unfortunately, some inconsistencies and gaps remain. Her husband, Jim, had died
before the start of this project, as had her daughter, Juliet. Her two sons, Richard and
Stephen, remained estranged from her. They did not respond to requests to participate in
this study. Grandchildren could not be located. The circumstances surrounding Craik’s
family relationships are perhaps the most confusing and incomplete portion of her
narrative as told in the pages that follow. Obtaining an interview from anybody else in the
family, particularly the two sons, could have dramatically altered this study, especially if
they had shared memories from their younger years. Without their input, this study is,
sadly, devoid of much information regarding Craik and Jim as parents or the general
home environment, other than Craik’s viewpoint. As such, any analysis regarding the
family dynamic remains incomplete and partially speculative.
This study also lacks input from men in Craik’s department who did not support
her candidacy as chair, or who were defendants in her legal complaint. Many of their
words and actions appear in contemporaneous accounts such as newspaper articles or the
transcript of the trial proceedings. We have no information regarding the impact the case
had on them, nor do we know if or how they reflected on the case decades later.
Finally, Craik reported involvement in incidents that could not be verified. For
example, she lived for a brief period in New York City from 1986-1990. During that
period, she reported having participated in the Manhattan chapter of the National
Organization for Women (NOW). With NOW, she described volunteering in the Bedford
Hills Women’s Correctional Facility, helping the inmates to establish a NOW chapter
there. While research confirms that a NOW chapter started at Bedford during the same
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time frame, there is no concrete proof of Craik’s involvement other than her account,
which I have nonetheless opted to include, along with a note of disclaimer.
Also, when Craik chaired the Minnesota Board of Psychology, she stated she had
written a new ethics code in 1978. This code barred male psychiatrists from having
sexual relationships with female patients under penalty of losing his license. According to
Craik, Minnesota was the first state in the nation to adopt this code—a remarkable
achievement, if true. Documents to verify this fact have not been found. Still, her account
is included along with a disclaimer in a note.
At its core, the genre for this dissertation project is perhaps best labeled as
biography. The distinction between a biography and an autobiography can sometimes
blur with oral histories, particularly when the narrator is still living as Craik was for the
bulk of the years I was writing. I used Craik’s comments as my leading source of
information, yet I frequently paraphrase her words, which place this manuscript more
firmly in the biography category. Straying from the autobiography genre carried risks.
Craik had no interest in writing portions of this project, but she was certainly curious
enough to read it (she died before she was able to read it). Since she had strained
relationships with her own children, I had considered the possibility that she might
choose to terminate her relationship with me in the midst of our collaboration. Some
pieces of Craik’s life were personal, painful, and difficult to discuss. Asking about these
private aspects proved challenging. I made every effort to handle tough conversations
such as the abuse she suffered as a child, the severed relationships with her children, and
a period of frustration and unhappiness in her marriage to Jim with sensitivity, often
using nonverbal cues as a gauge for when to change the subject.
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Kathryn Anderson notes the discomfort one might have with broaching personal
matters, rooted in conventions of polite exchange. She writes, “The unwritten rules of
conversation about appropriate questions and topics—especially the one that says ‘don’t
pry!’—kept me from encouraging women to make explicit the range of emotions
surrounding the events and experiences they related.”12 Likewise, I struggled at first with
traipsing into Craik’s intimate, private matters. On one hand, there can be little doubt that
my reluctance to ask probing questions in the early stages of our meetings caused me to
miss valuable insights. On the other hand, Craik rarely displayed emotion anyway. Even
when I settled into the practice of prodding more deeply, her emotional disclosures
remained guarded. Part of this is Craik’s personality—although I would not have
described her as cold, she definitely was not overly affectionate. Nonetheless, even if I
did not obtain meaningful quotations on her emotional reactions to events, I secured
pertinent information regarding private matters once I grew accustomed to new
questioning techniques.
When I first began writing, I grappled with how much to include Craik’s personal
life in this manuscript. On the surface, it appears this study is dedicated to her
professional or artistic contributions. How relevant are Craik’s private matters to her
public image or impact? This question has plagued feminist biographers for decades,
according to editors Alpern et al. They argue for the inclusion of the personal life,
asserting that gendered experiences become central to an analysis when the subject of a
biography is female. They write, “Because society tends to value male models of
achievement and behavior more than it values female models, a woman’s gender may
12
Sherna Gluck and Daphne Patai, Women’s Words: The Feminist Practice of Oral History (New
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exercise greater constraints on the way her life evolves. Failing to consider this difference
distorts, if not falsifies, any account of a woman’s life.”13 Constraints such as marriage,
pregnancy, and motherhood figure heavily into a woman’s public and private lives—so
much so, that even if she rejects those gendered expectations, the decision largely defines
her. The same factors influenced the progression of the women’s movement since many
feminists advocated issues that connected to changing attitudes towards family planning
and traditional gender roles within the family unit. Indeed, the “personal is political.”14
This adage held true in terms of Craik’s life. The fact that she balanced childrearing and
housekeeping while pursuing personal ambitions is a significant part of her story.
Additionally, the steps she took to reform her relationship with Jim correspond to Craik’s
individual transition. As these personal/professional/political connections continued to
emerge it became clear that I had to address to some extent personal life, including
painful, longstanding conflicts.
I valued my connection with Craik, and I have weighed that relationship against
prying in places that may have been too uncomfortable for her and any differences we
may have had on interpretations of material. It must be noted that Craik did not outright
refuse to discuss any aspects of her life, nor did she try to dissuade me from writing about
any of them. She seemed less forthcoming or clear about certain subjects or events from
her life, but even in those rare instances, it became difficult to determine if she carefully
edited her words, or if memories had genuinely faded given the years that had passed.
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Oral historian Michael Frisch is another scholar whose guidance influenced this
study, particularly regarding his theories about a “shared authority.” Shared authority
refers to the middle ground in perspective and voice in the product that results—lying
between the traditional, scholarly and intellectual authority on history and a personal
account from a person or a group whose story has not been a part of the traditional
narrative.15 Frisch encourages a dialogue that incorporates the academic exploration of
history with the “more democratized and widely shared historical consciousness,
consequently encouraging broader participation in debates about history, debates that will
be informed by a more deeply representative range of experiences, perspectives, and
values.”16
The oral histories gleaned from Craik and others in this project continue to
broaden the range of experiences included in historical debates. Additionally, records
such as newspaper articles and legal papers help verify, complete, or expand her
recollections. Fortunately, Craik had collected leaflets, photographs, and reports that
followed much of her life story, compiling them in an oversized scrapbook that is stored
in the Special Collections and Archives at the University of Louisville’s Ekstrom Library.
The unit also houses the complete transcript of Craik’s gender discrimination trial. This
trove of documents proved invaluable. Craik’s artwork adds to this unique compilation of
artifacts and source materials as they contain personal expressions allowing for an even
deeper analysis.
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Still, not all of her account could be substantiated or authenticated. In those
places, one should be discerning. In addition to faded memories, Craik, understandably,
desired to maintain control of her life story and may have glossed over elements that
placed her in a negative light. Moreover, although Craik was not prone to lying, her love
for attention and desire to be acknowledged as a feminist icon perhaps fostered a selfaggrandizing tendency at times. Along with the silences in her interviews, such potential
for error does not nullify the general veracity of Craik’s personal journey or the
significance of her contributions, but it does deny firm conclusions at some places in the
text.
Despite these gaps, the oral histories combined with these documents comprise a
substantial individual account that significantly overlaps with an intellectual academic
exploration of history. My resulting work contextualizes Craik’s personal experiences
and major life events by situating them in relation to major historical milestones in the
women’s movement that unfolded in the second half of the twentieth century. Examining
her life through this lens highlights the gains and limitations of this second wave of
feminism and brings the life of one feminist with many identities, including professor,
litigant, activist, artist, and philanthropist, from Louisville into sharper focus.
I consulted a wide array of historiographical literary sources to sufficiently inform
the depth and breadth of the content areas included in this interdisciplinary project. As a
starting point for a project of this scope, I needed to contextualize Craik’s narrative and
her major life events within wider historiographies of the U.S. women’s movement of the
twentieth century. To achieve this, I used foundational texts that thoroughly examine
specific decades or trends relevant to women’s lives with a particular emphasis on the
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years immediately after WWII through the second wave of feminism and eventual
conservative backlash. Ruth Rosen (The World Split Open: How the Modern Women’s
Movement Changed America), Sara Evans (Born for Liberty) and Estelle Freedman (No
Turning Back) provide a general overview of the women’s movement during the second
half of the twentieth century.
An intimate study of a person such as this one requires more specific information
than a general overview can provide. Comparing and contrasting trends from particular
decades with Craik’s life required books such as The Home Front and Beyond: American
Women in the 1940s, by Susan M. Hartmann, Elaine Tyler May’s Homeward Bound:
American Families in the Cold War, and Not June Cleaver: Women and Gender in
Postwar America, 1945-1960 by Joanne Meyerowitz. However, these books provide little
to no information on domestic-themed pageants for married women, such as the Mrs.
America Pageant. This manuscript, which details Craik’s experience with the Mrs.
Savannah Pageant, addresses this gap in literature.
The Feminine Mystique by Betty Friedan is a must-read primary source for this
examination of second wave feminism. It captures the frustrations many women in
Craik’s position experienced and served as a catalyst to the women’s liberation
movement that began in the 1960s. Considering the popularity of this book, it is possible
she would have read it. She and Friedan were close in age.
Susan Faludi’s Backlash highlights trends, events, and people that countered the
gains women accumulated in the 1960s and 1970s. A backlash against feminists began to
emerge in the late 1970s and was prevalent throughout the 1980s. Although Faludi
identifies universities as institutions where women endured such experiences, Craik’s
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account provides more specific examples of the types of backlashes academic women
endured.
Marilyn J. Boxer and Florence Howe, leading scholars regarding the examination
of Women’s Studies programs, present research that compares with many of Craik’s
experiences as an academic feminist. Boxer’s most well-known book, When Women Ask
the Questions: Creating Women’s Studies in America, offered a historical backdrop
through which I viewed Craik’s work at SCSU. Howe’s book, The Politics of Women’s
Studies, contains anecdotal narratives that largely align with Craik’s circumstances.
Perhaps the greatest contribution this study makes to academic literature is in the
field of legal studies and gender discrimination lawsuits. Sources for professionals in the
legal community are widely available, but locating items for or about the layperson
proves more challenging. When narrowing the focus even further to highlight gender
discrimination suits in academia, material is even more scarce. Faye Crosby and Susan
Clayton’s Justice, Gender, and Affirmative Action examines the history of affirmative
action as it relates to gender discrimination cases, but this source does not focus on
academia. Academics in Court: The Consequences of Faculty Discrimination Litigation,
written by George LaNoue and Barbara Lee fills that gap by examining several gender
and racial discrimination lawsuits against universities. However, the Craik manuscript
offers a detailed, thorough exploration of one specific case in a manner that is accessible
to those outside of the legal community.
Finally, I contextualize Craik’s art quilts with the works of leading art historians
such as Patricia Mainardi’s essay, “The Great American Art,” and Rozsika Parker’s and
Griselda Pollock’s Old Mistresses: Women, Art, and Ideology. Finally Quilts as Women’s
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Art: A Quilt Poetics by Radka Donnell examines the healing quality contained within
women’s quilts, and Craik’s art is explored through that lens.
Outline of Chapters
Chapter One provides an introduction to Craik from her childhood up until her
feminist awakening, which she identified as having taken place in 1965. In this time span,
Craik grew up and left her family of origin, married twice, became a mother to three, and
became an award-winning housewife and pageant contestant. She also began her journey
through academia, enrolling in college and then graduate school in various locations as
her military husband’s assignments drove the family’s multiple relocations. As her
educational trek progressed, so did her questioning of social inequities, including gender
discrimination. I place these events in Craik’s life against a general historical backdrop
covering the same years, with particular attention to women’s experiences more broadly
in this era.
I study her period of greatest feminist activism in Chapter Two, which covers the
years 1965 until the late 1970s. Craik lived and worked in Saint Cloud during most of
this period, so her feminist activity mainly occurred on a university campus. For example,
she initiated a Women’s Studies program at Saint Cloud State University. Again, I place
Craik’s pursuits against a historical timeline of similar trends regarding feminism in
academia during the same timeframe.
In Chapter Three, I examine the landmark gender discrimination lawsuit that
changed Craik’s life. I contextualize this examination within the passage of relevant
federal laws and policies that enabled such lawsuits to move forward. Craik’s case
against Saint Cloud State is the primary focus of this chapter, but hers was one of three
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gender discrimination suits against the institution, spanning three decades, and the
chapter gives some attention to the other two and their relationship to Craik’s suit.
Finally, I devote attention to Craik’s activities during the later years of her life in
Chapter Four, when she returned to Louisville as an independently wealthy retiree, and
pursued artistic and philanthropic outlets to both occupy her time and promote her
feminist ideals. Although these activities gave Craik a purpose and fulfillment, she also
experienced heartbreak. Jim passed away, as did Craik’s daughter Juliet. Additionally,
the tumultuous relationships with her two sons devolved even further, creating permanent
rifts. As she continued aging and her health declined, she created the Uppity Women to
provide friendship and support. Although Craik organized this group primarily as a social
outlet, many became caretakers in her final years until her death in October of 2019.
Over the ninety-five years she lived, Mary B. Craik witnessed and lived feminist
history. Much of her life follows the established patterns and timeline of the women’s
movement in the latter half of the twentieth century. However, as this dissertation
illustrates, she also engaged in distinctive experiences in understudied geographic
locations that expand existing accounts of second-wave feminism. The oral histories and
additional artifacts she left behind allowed me to explore this history from her
perspective. These materials also offer insight into Craik as a person. There available
evidence suggests she was complex and, like all of us, flawed. Yet, she was also a
persistent fighter who enabled positive changes.
When Craik returned to Louisville in 1990, she eventually transformed an old
warehouse into an art studio, gallery, and living space on Market Street, the very same
street on which she had grown up and attended elementary and high school and church.
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Notably, Craik relocated to the eastern part of Market Street, which differed
vastly from the distressed western end of the city and of Market Street where she lived as
a youth. At the time, the section of East Market Street she moved to, an industrialized
part of the city, was on the verge of its own revitalization. This shift from West Market,
which had historically been poor and remained so, to East, which was undergoing a
renaissance that continues as of this writing, is a metaphor for the many obstacles Craik
overcame in the course of her feminist journey. Yet her relocation from West to East
Market also symbolized the limitations of second wave feminism, as the divisions of
class and race between her new place on East Market Street and her old haunts on West
Market Street remained. Craik’s long journey down Market Street begins on the
following pages.
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CHAPTER I
MARY CRAIK AND THE SECOND WAVE

If one knew Mary B. Craik in her younger days, it would have been difficult to
imagine she would have evolved into the activist she later became. Her early days on
West Market Street in Louisville, Kentucky, introduced obstacles that could have
derailed ambitions she held for a fruitful, independent adulthood. Instead, she developed
a tenacity that enabled her to wrestle with personal and societal challenges, a trait she
relied upon as she slowly morphed into an outspoken feminist through the years. For
years, she tried to reach her full potential as an intelligent and creative individual while
also conforming to gendered expectations. This chapter details this balancing act,
following Craik from her childhood on West Market Street to her life as a middle-aged
married mother of three. During this earliest phase of her feminist odyssey, she moved
from Kentucky to four other states and one other country. Along the way, she
experienced an intellectual and political awakening as she slowly recognized that gender
discrimination prohibited her from reaching her full potential. She was approximately
forty-one years old when she experienced this moment of awareness.
Becoming Mary
Mary Craik (née Bernice Wilhite), daughter of Huse and Grace Meredith Wilhite,
was born on May 26, 1924, on the second floor above a drug store on Market Street in the
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Portland section of Louisville.1 Located in the city’s West End, the Portland neighborhood
had at one time been a flourishing independent port community on the shores of the Ohio
River. Nearly all river traffic had to stop in Portland to bypass the potentially dangerous
Falls of the Ohio, creating a bustling trade town. Its residents in the early nineteenth
century included affluent families, such as merchants and steamboat captains, as well as
working class and immigrant families. However, the opening of the Louisville-Portland
Canal in 1830, which allowed boats to bypass the Falls of the Ohio, combined with the
inception of railroads led to the industrialization of Portland. Louisville benefitted from
this transition economically, and even eventually annexed Portland. Overtime, the former
independent city’s wealthier residents relocated to the eastern side of town as the
commerce and river transportation hub shifted there, leaving behind mainly working-class
residents who toiled in factories in the now poorer industrialized neighborhood.
Craik’s mother came from a large family. Craik remembered her grandmother
“had a baby every two years for twenty-two years.”2 Despite such a large number of
births, only five or six of the children survived. Meredith Wilhite grew up on a farm in
Hardin County, Kentucky, and moved to Louisville when she was approximately twenty
years old. She met Huse Wilhite at some point afterwards. Craik recalled that her mother
was approximately twenty-three when she married and that her father was approximately
twenty.
Meredith Wilhite’s family eventually followed her to Louisville in the 1930s when
the family farm was failing, likely a casualty of the Great Depression. In regards to her
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mother’s family, Craik’s memories were vague. She remembered that her maternal
grandparents lived across the street from her when she was a child, and she lightheartedly
recalled that her grandfather was “very fat” and that she could only remember him “sitting in
his rocking chair.”3 Craik also remembered that two uncles attended St. Patrick’s Elementary
school at the same time she did, though she did not recall being particularly close to them.
In regards to her father’s family, Craik’s recollections later in life were similarly
unclear. She recalled that Huse Wilhite had two half-brothers, saying, “Confusing to put
it together, but my father had two half-brothers who weren’t related to each other.”4 Craik
also remembered her aunt, Lynn Wood, the wife of her father’s half-brother. That couple
lived next door to her as a child, and she has laughingly remembered what she called “a
wonderful story:”
[Lynn Wood] worked at Brown Williamson, and [her husband] was not a
very good worker. And they had a car, and she provided the most money
for them to live on. And he would not allow her to drive the car. So, one
day she took a hammer and she broke out all of the glass, and a knife, and
slashed the tires and said, ‘If I can’t drive, you can’t drive either.’ So,
maybe she’s set a good example for me, I don’t know.5
Craik’s introduction to gender inequities began early, and she learned that women
could fight back, even if smashing glass and slashing tires were an extreme approach.
The memory also highlights Craik’s dysfunctional family environment, an ongoing
dynamic in her childhood home.
While many of Craik’s memories of her extended family were indistinct, her
recollections about her parents were less so. Craik had an unforgettable childhood,
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though not necessarily a happy one. In the era of the Great Depression, her family, like
many white working-class families, was poor. Besides this extreme poverty, or maybe
because of it, she was also subject to other adverse circumstances that affected her into
her adult years, including abuse from an alcoholic father, exposure to gender
discrimination, and being a witness to racial discrimination.
Craik was five years old when the 1930s began and as the nation sunk more
deeply into what became known as the Great Depression. The economic downturn had an
even more significant impact in the South where poverty was already more prevalent.6
Louisville, an industrial city, suffered immensely and this climate affected Craik’s
family. Because her father had only a second-grade education, he performed manual
labor for wages, and had already grappled with maintaining a steady income. Once the
Depression hit, that struggle increased because blue collar industries such as
manufacturing and construction slowed or shuttered all together. In 1930, unemployment
rates hovered at 9 percent and spiraled to 23.5 percent (among whites) by 1932.7 Public
welfare agencies such as Medicaid and Social Security did not exist yet, forcing some
people to go door-to-door, begging for food from neighbors.8
After his election in late 1932, President Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) sought to
alleviate much of the general public’s desperation by initiating programs that assisted
with food and medical expenses. FDR also developed the Works Progress Administration
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(WPA), which provided government-subsidized employment to workers to build public
projects, such as schools. Huse Wilhite secured employment through the WPA, but he did
not maintain the position. Craik remembered that he sarcastically referred to the WPA as
“We Piddle Around,” and he quit because he did not like FDR or his policies, even
though he benefitted from them. Craik struggled to explain his leaving the WPA when it
was such a boon to his family. She recalled that his dislike for FDR was, in part, because
he identified as a Republican, explaining that “the United States was a republic” and not a
democracy. However, Craik has attributed most of his attitude in regards to FDR, the
WPA, and many other social issues, to his lack of education. “I think, if you want to
know the truth, he didn’t have a clue what he was talking about. He was not wellinformed. He was a simple, complicated, mean, nasty person, and I think he did not care
about anybody but himself. And that includes my mother, as well.”9
As Craik told her story, the themes of her father’s ignorance and lack of
education, as well as his mean and abusive nature, frequently recurred. “My earliest
memory [of my father] is that I hated him. The first thing I ever remember in my whole
life is I wet my pants. And [my father] took me outside in the cold and made me squat
until I fell over,” she reflected.10 Craik did not recall her exact age at the time of this
incident.
Craik repeatedly referred to her father as an alcoholic who often neglected the
family. She frequently reported abuse at the hands of her father. In one regularly told
story, she remembered, “[My father] beat me with a razor strap that had a metal end on it
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‘cause he used a straight razor. I had no idea what I did that caused him to do this. I had
this little dog that wouldn’t let him hit me.” As her father continued hitting Craik with the
razor strap, the dog bit his ankles. When sharing this narrative, Craik always paused for
effect before solemnly stating, “So, he shot the dog.”11 Clearly, Craik had been deeply
affected and traumatized by this account, as it is one she repeated often, and told with a
rehearsed, performative quality. There are several such chronicles Craik narrated over the
years of our interviews. Perhaps this story became so deeply ingrained in her memory
because it highlights the cruelty of her father, who would even shoot a powerless dog.
Craik, a lonely, only child, likely grew quite attached to this dog and suffered a heavy loss.
Craik also recalled being locked in a dark closet, verbally abused, and spanked
frequently. Her father allegedly often bragged about spanking her at the age of two
months for crying, saying, “I will break this child’s will.” Perhaps, however, his actions
made Craik’s will stronger, equipping her with a tenacity that would serve her
considerably later in life. She acknowledged this determination as perhaps the one useful
lesson she learned from her father when she recounted a story about a neighborhood gang
with which she had to contend.
Neighborhood gangs in the 1930s and 1940s were common in certain Louisville
districts. In fact, in her book The Wall Between, Louisville activist Anne Braden, who
was very close in age to Craik, discussed her husband Carl’s youthful involvement in
similar gangs in the Portland neighborhood. Braden has written, “Life in Portland was
rough in those days, and the children traveled in gangs.”12
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Craik recalled that her parents asked her to walk to a small neighborhood market
for them. To get to this particular store, Craik had to trek through an area where a small
gang bullied and terrorized children. Petrified, Craik told her parents what would happen
if she went there. Wilhite, seemingly not bothered by her predicament, forced her to go
despite her concerns, adding that he would “whip” her if she did not obey. Craik feared a
beating from her father might be worse than the gang, so she resolved to complete the
task. First, she found a large wooden baseball bat and carried it to the store with her. She
remembered, “I went down the street swinging that bat back and forth, and back and
forth, and the boys never bothered me anymore.”13
Trying to find a silver lining in these events, Craik reflected, “In retrospect, I
think that maybe he did something that contributed to my development, and that is he
taught me to fight back for myself. As a little girl it was horrible, but as an adult, I think
… that is where I got some of my attitudes about fighting for whatever I was trying to get
done.”14 She learned that day to take care of herself, arm herself, and remain resolute.
Her weapon of choice eventually became education, but she did not obtain it quickly,
easily, or traditionally.
Craik also frequently chronicled in our interviews her father’s open discontent with
her gender, once revealing, “I was supposed to be a boy, so I was a big disappointment.”15
At times, it seemed as if she suspected her gender was the reason Wilhite abused her since
he repeated this mantra so often. When Craik recalled abuse at the hands of her father, she
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also dwelled on memories that her father frequently complained that she was not a boy. She
speculated that Wilhite punished her for not being male, making her feel inferior and small.
She perceived early in life that gender made a significant difference, and that to be a boy
was superior. At first, she believed this myth to be true but she ultimately rejected this line
of thought and dedicated her life to proving it wrong.
For all of the hatred Craik directed towards her father, she bore nothing but
tenderness and love for her mother. As the oldest among her own siblings, Craik’s mother
had developed a nurturing personality as a child. She was, in Craik’s words, “a natural as
a mother.”16 Craik repeatedly said her mother “saved her.” She gave Craik happiness and
peace when her father was not at home. Just as Craik often repeated accounts about her
father, she had vivid memories of her mother. She frequently—and fondly—relayed,
“The thing that gave me a lot of confidence was that my mother told me over and over
and over how beautiful I was, and how smart I was.”17 When discussing her mother,
Craik adopted a warm, nostalgic tone. Craik clearly still missed her.
During the Depression years, Craik’s mother alleviated the family’s financial
burden to the best of her ability. An exceptional seamstress, she made fashionable dresses
for local families and sold them for twenty-five cents each. Additionally, she sewed all of
her daughter’s clothes. “My mother was a great dressmaker. She would go downtown and
see expensive dresses and then copy and make them for me. Despite being poor, I was
always the best-dressed kid. I made my first dress when I was eight years old,” she
reminisced.18 Interestingly, Craik also recalled that her mother eventually seemed afraid
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to venture in public, to the point that she later wondered if her mother was agoraphobic.
She remarked, “[She] went out of the house to go to church, but that was about it.”19
Because of her mother’s fear of going outside, Craik explained that she often purchased
her mother’s materials for her: “[I went] to the street corner to Ben Snyder’s, which was a
dry goods store at Fourth and Market Street. I would go there and get fabric for her to
make the dresses she sewed.”20 Craik learned to coordinate fabric colors and textures at a
young age. She continued working in this medium in some form throughout her entire
life. Perhaps, even as a young child, the healing power of designing and sewing attracted
her, as an abused child, to the art form. As she later evolved into a feminist activist, the
style and purpose of her designs and sewing transitioned, too.
Another fond memory for Craik was how her mother had helped her to sneak
behind her father’s back to read. Perhaps because of Wilhite’s insecurity—he only had a
second-grade education and was illiterate—he forbade Craik to read, an activity she quite
enjoyed. Her mother had only an eighth-grade education, though she knew how to read.
Craik remembered, “My father’s rule was that nobody was allowed to read. I would argue
with him, and my mother did what I think most women did in her generation, and that was
she did the best she could by manipulating the situation. So, she just kept telling me, ‘Don’t
argue with him! He’s never home! We’ll do whatever we want to when he’s not here!’”21
Craik developed a love for reading and learning, a passion she carried throughout her life.
Craik’s feelings about each of her parents were certainly clear based on her vivid
recollections. What appears less clear is Grace Meredith Wilhite’s reaction to her
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husband’s abuse of their child, and the status of the Wilhites’ marriage. “My mom
protected me from all kinds of things, but she was not able to protect me from him. I
don’t know. That may be because he would also hit her if she—I just don’t know that. …
But she loved me more than life itself. Whatever accomplishments I’ve made, whatever
self-confidence I have, I got from my mom,” she revealed.22 It remains unclear if Craik’s
mother attempted to prevent her daughter from being abused. One might, however, infer
from her idealized memories that Craik had rationalized her mother’s inaction, at least to
some extent.
Noted feminist historian and scholar Linda Gordon has explored the issue of child
abuse from a historical perspective, including the Great Depression years of Craik’s
childhood. Although her research focuses on cases in Boston, some findings transcend
geographical and demographic differences and apply to Craik’s situation in Louisville.
For example, Gordon discovered that family violence incidents increased during the
Great Depression. However, attention from social workers concentrated on neglect rather
than physical violence, largely because new governmental support programs could
remedy medical and nutritional neglect. Given Craik’s appearance as “the best-dressed
kid,” she likely did not appear mistreated, and the physical violence, the effects of which
may not have been visible to observers outside the home, was perhaps ignored.
Additionally, Gordon’s findings indicate that unemployed men during the Depression
evoked public sympathy out of an appreciation for the stresses they encountered, while
women, deemed responsible for children and family temperament, collected only blame
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when neglect or violence occurred.23 This reality likely prevented Grace Meredith
Wilhite from seeking help from social agencies.
Craik has never recalled whether her father physically abused her mother or not,
remarking, “I don’t think he ever abused my mother, but sometimes kids don’t know. But
I think it was just me.”24 While it is possible that Wilhite did not abuse his wife, it is not
probable. A stronger likelihood is that she hid the abuse from Craik or that Craik was on
some level aware of the abuse but suppressed traumatic memories of it. Determining the
truth of this situation proves difficult for many reasons. Many tolerated “wife-beating,” as
it was known, or at least considered it a private matter, during the era of Craik’s
childhood. It was not until the 1970s when feminists in the women’s liberation movement
created battered women shelters and lobbied for reforms that societal perspectives on the
issue swung from viewing it as a private matter to acknowledging it as a crime.25 Because
this change in public awareness of domestic violence did not occur until the 1970s, there
has been little research on the epidemic before that time, including the effects on children
who witnessed such violent events. Before then, many blamed and shamed women for
beatings, so abuse remained largely a secret. Children learned to bury the incidents, too.
If Wilhite battered his wife, the expected secrecy combined with the trauma of the
experience might explain Craik’s inability to recall any such incidents later.
As this story of her life continues, it is essential to keep her abusive background in
mind. Craik rightly directed blame and resentment for the mistreatment towards her
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father. It seems that the effects of this abuse remained with her all of her life, though she
did not necessarily always acknowledge them. Craik’s feelings regarding her mother are
more difficult to determine. Craik never reported any ill-will towards her mother, quite
the opposite in fact. However, subtle clues indicate that Craik longed for more closeness,
intimacy, and attention from her mother. Some of the artworks she created later in life
suggest that she may have ached for a closeness and safety from her parents that she
never verbalized. As a child, she lacked approval, comfort, and safety. As a result, in
adulthood Craik constantly sought reassurance that she was important, smart, attractive,
and talented. Ironically, Craik’s deprivation fueled her ambitions. Yet, it also powered a
drive for positive attention that, according to some who knew her later in life, caused her
to become increasingly self-centered.
Craik did not believe her parents’ marriage was a happy union. While a child never
truly knows the intricacies in her parents’ marriage, there is enough to suggest that she
inferred correctly. She learned at one point that her father had an affair, and had the son he
always wanted. She remarked, “I was supposed to be a boy; girls were nothing. And so,
later in life, he had a son with another woman, and he carried that photograph of my halfbrother around with him and bragged about him. My poor mother accepted all of that
because of her religion.”26 Regarding her parents’ marriage, Craik reflected, “I think I was
probably the only good thing in [my mother’s] life. She was a devout Catholic, and there
was no way she would have ever considered divorce. No, definitely, she was not happy
with him, but her religion would not allow her to escape from that life.”27 Craik had begun
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to analyze and comprehend the complex dichotomy of her mother’s relationship to
Catholicism. She believed that for her mother, religion proved a source of comfort in her
daily struggles. Conversely, Craik also imagined that if not for her convictions, Meredith
Wilhite would have left her spouse and not been miserable. Her devout faith was both a
respite from misery and a reason for it at the same time. While religious doctrine was no
doubt a factor in her mother’s decision to remain in an unhappy marriage, it is also true
that in the 1930s divorce cast a stigma on women and often left them impoverished. Craik
believed that Meredith Wilhite had convinced herself that her marriage was her cross to
bear and that she was suffering out of duty to her God: “Her religious faith kept her going.
But at the same time, it really destroyed her life. I started having doubts about Catholicism
when I was in the sixth grade, but it took me until I was thirty to get over the guilt!”28
As a devout Catholic, Meredith Wilhite placed Craik in St. Patrick Elementary
School, hoping to instill in her those same values. Craik reminisced, “I loved school.
School was the place I felt the happiest.”29 Based on this statement, it seems Craik
considered school to be an escape from her turbulent home. Moreover, given her father’s
“no reading” policy at home, she likely relished the idea of not only being allowed to read,
but also being encouraged to do so. Although Craik later developed antipathy towards the
Catholic church, she preserved fond memories of her time at St. Patrick’s Elementary.
While she was in elementary school Craik took a crucial first step reinventing
herslf: she renamed herself Mary, discarding the name Bernice that her parents had given
her:
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[On] my birth certificate, I was Bernice Wilhite. And everybody called me
Niecey. And I hated it! I hated being called Niecey! I went to St. Patrick’s
School for 1st grade. And there was a Sister Mary Theresa who I thought
was really nice and wonderful. When they asked me what my name was, I
said, ‘Mary!’ I named myself Mary, and I’ve been Mary ever since!30
Mary was not even a middle name for Craik; she only adopted it out of her
affection for Sister Mary Teresa who had been a positive influence on her. From that
point on, the other teachers at the school began calling Craik Mary. As far as Craik
recalled, her parents followed suit without any resistance.
Craik did not remember going through a procedure to change her name legally.
She believed it may have changed in her adult years when she married Jim Craik, a
military man. She reflected:
That is something that I don’t have a clue [about]! I guess [it changed]
when we transferred to Cambridge [England]. Here is this woman with a
birth certificate [that reads] ‘Bernice Wilhite,’ and this woman named
‘Mary Craik’ who was the same person. And I don’t know how they
figured it out, but the military took care of it. I don’t know how they
reconciled that at all, but they managed to do it!31
Craik kept the “B” from Bernice in her full name but hated the name “Bernice” so
much she declared the “B” was only a middle initial and was not short for Bernice. She
affirmed, “No, it’s just the “B.” It’s no name, it’s just Mary B.” She chuckled while
reiterating, “I named me Mary when I was six years old!”32
This amusing anecdote provides evidence that Craik was perhaps precocious even
as a child. Given her age at the time, it is not likely that Craik consciously changed her
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name as a means of social dissent. Nonetheless, this narrative introduces a hint of Craik’s
nonconforming nature that only intensified as she grew older (Figure 1).

Figure 1.

Mary B. Craik in 1932, eight years old.

(Photograph in possession of author.)

Even though she enjoyed school at St. Patrick’s, Craik began to find herself at
odds with Catholic teachings. She remembered another anecdote from her elementary
school days wherein she questioned the church:
There was a League of Decency; they had a list of movies that you were not
allowed to see! When they said that, I thought, ‘Well, the priests have to
watch it! Somebody has to watch them so they can figure out which ones
we’re not allowed to see!’ They said to see the movie wouldn’t be a sin, it
was if you take the oath and then you violate your oath, that’s the sin.” And
so, I thought about it, and I decided, I’m not going to take the oath!33
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Instead of reciting the oath with the rest of her class, Craik spoke directly to God.
She recounted, “And I told God, ‘You can see that I’m moving my lips, but I’m not really
taking the oath.’ So, that’s when I started questioning the church. It’s because they told
me that I had to do what they told me to do, and I decided that I wasn’t going to do it.
And that’s when I first asked questions about the Catholic church.”34
The oath to which Craik referred was a pledge developed by the Catholic Legion
of Decency beginning in 1933.35 Local representatives, such as priests in churches or
nuns who taught in Catholic Schools, administered the pledge to larger groups. This
incident paved the way for the questioning of more significant issues in the Catholic
doctrine as she matured, and it provides further insight into her developing rebellious
nature.
Craik began forming questions about religious tenets as a young girl, even if she
kept them to herself. Similarly, she did not openly probe the racial discrimination around
her. Like most white children in Louisville at the time, Craik grew up in a segregated
neighborhood, without any exposure to African Americans in school, parks, or shops and
with racial epithets frequently used around her. She recalled, “I grew up in Louisville
with a lot of colored and white water fountains. I went to a library at Eighteenth [Street]
and Jefferson. I was told to never go past it because the [racial epithet] would hurt me. I
grew up being afraid.”36 She grew up fearing African Americans because she was taught
to and she did not yet have enough experience with them—or life in general—to consider
other perspectives. Craik later befriended African Americans as an adult and witnessed
34
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the effects of segregation on a more personal level. She eventually took small but
meaningful personal stands against segregation and racism; this kind of resistance partly
shaped Craik’s feminist transition.
Louisville, as a city, demonstrated a conflicted attitude towards race relations.
George Wright, a noted African-American historian, describes the “polite” form of
discrimination that existed in Louisville through the Great Depression. He writes, “It
would remain polite as long as African Americans willingly accepted ‘their place,’ which
of course, was at the bottom.”37
This racial division was one component of Craik’s bleak and oppressive
environment, as it sowed feelings of anger, sadness, and fear for both African Americans
and perhaps a few whites as well. Craik would have noticed and perhaps absorbed these
tensions, especially with a father as racist as hers apparently was. Additionally, her
economically deprived neighborhood, already plagued by the Great Depression, fell even
more deeply into poverty after an historic Ohio River flood in 1937, when Craik was
thirteen years old (Figure 2). Craik was surrounded by negativity in her neighborhood
and in her home. Her young life was devoid of safety, affection, and economic security.
The memories of this grim atmosphere remained with her throughout her life. School
remained her happiest place, as she experienced safety and affection while there. She
excelled as a student, and her academic achievements brought her the positive attention
and recognition she craved.
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Figure 2.

Mary B. Craik Eighth Grade Graduation.

(Photograph in possession of author.)

After St. Patrick’s Elementary, Craik attended Shawnee High School, a public
school, also on Market Street. She recalled being quite social as a teen, and had especially
vivid memories of the “Devilkins.” Craik organized this social group with thirteen other
young women. She was overcome with laughter as she remembered the group’s pin:
[It] was a devil, holding a pitchfork. And on the pitchfork, it had a “13.” I
made arrangements to go to the place to get them to make the pins. And I
know this guy did it on purpose—I’m sixteen years old, and he put
genitals on the devil! And I had to tell him, ‘No, you have to take those
off!’ And so he did. But you know he just had to do that on purpose!38
The Devilkins met once a month at each other’s houses and organized other social
events such as boat rides on the river. Perhaps Craik especially valued these lighthearted
moments with her friends not just because she was often lonely as an only child, but also
because she escaped her turbulent home when she was with the Devilkins.
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In addition to social outings with her friends, Craik began dating around this time.
She remembered meeting Richard “Earl” Wilhelm, whom she dated throughout the
remainder of her high school years. She reminisced:
Main Street was cobblestone, and they had decided to put in asphalt. And
at that time, it took the asphalt a week before cars could drive on it. They
started at Twelfth Street and did one block. And then a week later they did
another block and because they couldn’t drive on it, it was closed. I loved
to roller skate, and that asphalt was wonderful to roller skate [on]. So, I
roller skated from Twelfth [Street] to Thirteenth [Street] to Fourteenth
[Street] to Eighteenth [Street], and I met Earl because we were roller
skating.39
Though Craik actively socialized and dated, she remained focused on her school
work. She proved such an exceptional student that the University of Louisville selected
her to participate in a pilot program it sponsored. The university conducted a study in
which top students were invited to skip their senior year of high school and attend the
University of Louisville with all expenses paid. Craik recalled that the university selected
a male and female student from each area high school; she was Shawnee’s female
representative. She reflected:
The principal of my school, my homeroom teacher, the counselor, and
everybody else that I knew told me that I shouldn’t do that because first of
all, a girl doesn’t need a college education. Second of all, I would go
there, and I’d meet a boy, and I would get married. And I wouldn’t even
have a high school diploma then. So, I refused it. In retrospect, it’s
obvious that that would have been the best thing for me to do. … I was
pretty ignorant about the whole thing.40
Although she was interested in attending college, she did not even fully
understand what it was. Since her father had obtained only a second-grade education,

39
40

Craik interview, December 18, 2014.
Craik interview, July 16, 2014.

41

and her mother only went as far as eighth grade, her parents likely never spoke with her
about higher education. It would have been difficult for such a young person to succeed
in college without adequate emotional and personal support. This missed opportunity is
certainly an indication of how one’s background can limit understanding of options in
life. Having been raised by parents with such a limited education, especially
considering her father’s “no reading” rules, it is even more amazing that Craik
eventually did attend college, going so far as to earn a doctorate in psychology. Perhaps
Craik became more driven to earn her doctorate, in part, because this wasted prospect
continued to sting.
Becoming Mrs. Craik
After declining the scholarship offer from the University of Louisville, Craik
faced her impending high school graduation with no real plans for work or a career. She
desperately desired escape from her abusive father and tumultuous home life.
Therefore, Craik followed the path of many young women from her generation: after
high school graduation in 1942 she quickly married Wilhelm, the only person she had
ever dated, and began a life as a housewife. She was eighteen years old (Figure 3).
Indeed, rates of marriages had accelerated for young women in the 1940s. In 1940, the
rate was 105 per one thousand women aged seventeen to twenty-nine—an increase
from 89.1 for the years 1925-1929.41 Two major factors contributed to the increase in
marriage rates: the postponement of weddings during the Great Depression and the
advent of World War II (WWII). Neither of these factors, of course, had anything to do
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with Craik’s real reason for marriage. Nor did romantic love, at least not in her
recollections years later.

Figure 3.

Mary B. Craik High School Graduation, 1942.

(Photograph in possession of author.)

Wilhelm worked for the Jeffboat Shipyard and the couple lived in government
subsidized housing at Twelfth Street and Hill Street in Louisville. The Wilhelms
conceived a child fairly soon after their nuptials. In 1943, one year after they married,
they had their first and only child together, Earl “Richard.”
At this point in the U.S., birth control was most available in the form of condoms
for men and diaphragms for women. Although birth control was still technically illegal,
the medical community had finally condoned its use in the early 1940s. Birth rates
steadily dropped from 1910-1940, suggesting that contraceptive use had increased.42
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Given how quickly Craik became pregnant, one can safely assume that these newlyweds
did not use birth control. It is unknown if they hoped to start a family quickly or if they
conceived because their socioeconomic status made access to or knowledge about
contraceptives difficult. This limitation denied many women and poor people agency
regarding important, private decisions that had a profound impact on economic
advancement and other opportunities.43 Craik did not remain in the marriage long enough
to have additional children.
It did not take Craik long to determine that she had merely traded her father’s
abuse for her husband’s, though Wilhelm’s was more psychological and emotional than
physical. She recalled that he hit her once, and one may speculate that had they
remained married the abuse might have escalated. Mostly, Craik remembered that
Wilhelm was controlling: he demanded an impossible-to-achieve perfection. She
charged, “He would come home, and he would reach his finger over the top of the
doorway to see if it was dusty.”44 Feeling stifled, Craik sought outside employment to
break out of the mundane domestic tasks required in the household and to break free
from Wilhelm’s tight grip.
Craik’s desire for personal change coincided with a significant cultural shift. In
the early 1940s, more women, including married women, worked outside of the home,
mainly to support the war effort. Feminist historian Susan M. Hartmann, author of The
Home Front and Beyond: American Women in the 1940s, writes, “Between 1940 and
1945 the female labor force grew by more than 50 percent as the number of women at
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work outside the home jumped from 11, 970, 000 … in 1940 to 18, 610, 000 … in 1945,”
and that “[T]hree-fourths of the new female workers were married.”45 Many of these
women were motivated by patriotism to work, and in fact, women were recruited to work
for the war. Women were encouraged through pervasive propaganda in films, magazines,
and comic strips. Even clothing advertisements in magazines featured fashionable factory
gear, such as coveralls and bandanas for the hair.46
Considering that the war came on the heels of the Depression, patriotism was not
the only factor driving women to seek employment. For many women in the early
1940s, the opportunity for financial independence encouraged employment outside of
the home, especially considering they had just climbed out of the Great Depression.47
This desire for financial independence drove many of Craik’s actions for the remainder
of her life.
Even though Craik had public opinion on her side and a war effort to which she
could attribute her desire for employment, her husband still banned her from holding a
job. He controlled her in other ways, too, including in all financial aspects of the
marriage. He isolated her from friends, maintained her schedule, and forbade her to drive.
Craik quickly concluded that her marriage resembled that of her parents. As Wilhelm’s
grip tightened, Craik’s discomfort escalated to fear. She ultimately grew resistant and
fought back; she stepped closer towards her reinvention of self. Defying Wilhelm, Craik
found employment outside of the home. “They were trying to get women to work in the
war industry because they needed them. And right across the street from where we lived
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was a varnish company. I was miserable. There was a woman who lived next door who
would take care of Richard while I was at work. And so, I took a job at the varnish
company across the street,” she shared.48 Craik considered this job, walkable from home,
perfect as she did not need to drive.
Furious, Wilhelm consulted a friend of his who worked at the varnish company.
Craik recalled, “He said ‘You’re breaking up a family,’ and requested they fire me, and
they did.”49 Not to be outdone, and again revealing her rebellious nature, Craik found
another job at a paint company. She took the bus to work at Twelfth Street and Main
Street and her mother took care of Richard for her. With that, after approximately two
years of marriage, Wilhelm moved out and filed for divorce because she had disobeyed
him. She said, “The attorney he hired said that he didn’t have any basis for a divorce.
Disobeying your husband wasn’t a reason you could get divorced. But that I had a reason
… because he deserted me and Richard. So, I then filed, even though he was the one that
did it, I filed for divorce.”50
During the divorce proceedings, Wilhelm tried to get custody of Richard.
According to Craik, when she asked him how he would take care of Richard, he replied,
“I wouldn’t. I would put him in an orphan’s home because I know that that’s the only
way I could hurt you.”51 Despite Wilhelm’s appeal for Richard, the court awarded
custody to Craik. Not surprisingly, Wilhelm refused to pay child support for Richard
once the divorce finalized.
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Rather than mourn, Craik rejoiced when this marriage ended: “I was so happy! I
knew that I had made a mistake within just a few months, and I had no idea how to get
out of it until the war.”52 While she may have been happy, she perhaps felt fearful, too: at
the age of twenty-one, she was now a young, underemployed, single mother trying to
guarantee her and her child’s survival. Returning to her abusive father was not a viable
option.
Determined to make it on her own, Craik found a better paying job at a dress shop
where she recalled making $22.50 a week. Given her interest in sewing, this position
suited her better. She remembered that the dress shop was on Fourth Street between
Chestnut St. and Broadway. She continued living in a small apartment in low-income
housing. She relied on the bus for transportation, and she depended heavily on her mother
for child-care.
Even though she worked hard, Craik still craved a social life, which proved
somewhat difficult for a divorced mother in this era. Still, she occasionally went out with
friends and suitors. One date night developed into a significant turning point for Craik.
Towards the end of the evening, Craik went to her mother’s home to get Richard. When
she arrived with her date, her father met them outside with a gun. She revealed her vivid
memories of that exchange: “He put the gun to the back of my head and said, ‘You are
going to move back home where we can watch you or I’m going to shoot you.’ And I
said, ‘Well, if you have to shoot, then go ahead and shoot.’”53 With the gun leveled at
her, she continued inside, gathered her child, and walked away. She never saw her father
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again, and only arranged visits with her mother when she knew he was not home. Craik
often recited this account with a performative quality, and may have embellished what
actually happened. She typically added a pause before detailing her “go ahead and shoot”
reply. Craik, no doubt, did this in part to add drama. Yet, this touch also illustrated the
fear and tension she must have experienced at the time.
While Craik removed the negative influence of her father from her life, the
unintended consequence was minimized contact with her mother. This change meant less
support from her even though there was no emotional strain on their relationship. She
could no longer rely on her mother for childcare and instead turned to neighbors and
friends.
Craik continued to make her way as a single mother. She built a life by working,
making friends, and, occasionally, dating. She became exclusive with one young man
who was in the military, Joe Clark. Clark, originally from St. Louis, had been in
Louisville for an extended period when he and Craik met. She gushed, “I think Joe is the
best-looking man I ever had an association with!” They became so serious that Clark
gave Craik a military pin that belonged to him, a set of golden wings. She always kept the
pin, and memories resurfaced when she looked at it. She once acknowledged, “I think
that I have a little touch in my heart for the wings because he was a good person who
really—I think he loved me. It’s kind of nice to think of that. He definitely was the best
looking of all of them!”54 Craik, disinclined to remarry at that point in her life, turned
down Clark’s marriage proposals (Figure 4).

54

Craik interview, February 23, 2018.

48

Figure 4.

Joe Clark and his military pin.

(Photograph in possession of author).

Craik shared this account while staring at a picture of Clark and fondling the
military pin that was stuck through the background of the picture, keeping the two
mementos together for over seventy-five years. She remembered that she broke Clark’s
heart because she soon met someone else with whom she became enamored. She wrote
the following inscription on the back of the photograph: “Joe Clark. Thought I was going
to marry him and met Jim.” The “Jim” to whom this message refers is James Craik.
When Craik worked at the dress shop, a male friend of her co-worker stopped in
for a visit. A student at the University of Louisville, the visitor invited the two women to
49

an event to meet some of his fraternity brothers. While there, Craik met Jim, an Army
veteran who had fought in WWII.55 After the war, he began college at the University of
Louisville. She professed she could tell right away she wanted to be with Jim forever: “It
was just, there he was, and we were instant!”56 When Craik reflected on this moment, her
eyes grew larger, she smiled, and she became animated. That moment always resonated
with her.
Things moved extremely quickly for the couple: within three weeks of meeting,
they eloped to St. Louis and married. Craik feared her mother’s disappointment. Despite
her Catholic allegiance, her mother supported the divorce from Wilhelm because she had
witnessed him abuse Craik, but she firmly believed that a divorced woman should not
remarry. Further, Craik had only divorced Wilhelm in 1944, a year earlier. Craik’s mother
was concerned that Craik was moving too quickly and injudiciously from one marriage
into another. Craik concocted a plan to inform her mother about her marriage to Jim:
We eloped to get married because [St. Louis] didn’t have a three-day
waiting period. We had met for lunch with Jim’s mother and father, telling
them what we were doing. I had a wonderful mother-in-law, and she felt
bad for my mother. She said, ‘Your mother should know.’ I knew that my
mother would be unhappy, so I promised [my mother-in-law] that I would
tell my mother before I got married. So, we drove to St. Louis, and then I
called [my mother] when I was in St. Louis. I knew she would have to
accept it.57
Before she left for St. Louis, Craik broke the news to Joe Clark, who still hoped
to convince Craik to marry him. He was, understandably, upset. Craik reflected, “I told
Joe Clark that I was marrying Jim, and I hoped that we could still be friends, and Joe
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said, ‘No way! No how!’ He never wanted to have anything to do with me again.”58
Craik never saw him again. Clark likely suffered hurt and confusion with her decision,
especially after she had expressed that she did not want to remarry at that point in her
life.
Craik’s decision to marry Jim did happen quickly and perhaps seemed rash. In
fact, it transpired so impulsively that Craik did not even know her new name at first.
Craik’s friend Steven Landham laughingly recalled, “She said that she’s embarrassed
because she thought when they got married her name was Craig. She found out afterward
it was Craik!”59 Patty Gibbs, a close friend of Craik’s later, provided more insight into
the Craiks’ whirlwind courtship, revealing, “[Jim and Mary] were living two separate
lives, but then there was that immediate attraction, and she would say, ‘He’d always call
me up at the last minute for a date.’ And this went on for a couple weeks, and then she
got smart about saying ‘No, I’m busy.’ And then within just a few weeks they were on
their way to St. Louis to get married!”60
Gibbs acknowledged that the sexual attraction between the two had played a
significant role in the couple’s decision to marry so hastily. She reiterated Craik’s oftrepeated mantra that she was “a good girl,” indicating that Craik would not engage
sexually with Jim until they married. Craik herself often quipped, “Someone asked me
once if I believe in love at first sight. I told them, ‘No, but I believe in lust at first
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sight!’61 Even though it was evident that she was not a virgin—after all, she had been
married and had a child—she had determined to be a “good girl.”62 She only double dated
with other couples, and she refused to participate in sexual activity until after marriage.
According to Gibbs, Jim agreed to her terms, likely overcome with his feelings of
physical attraction. Gibbs added, “Have you ever seen pictures of Mary when she was
young?! God! She’s a hot ticket! Oh my God! She was gorgeous!”63
Craik seemed aware of her physical attributes, and she also dressed fashionably
and uniquely because she designed and made her own clothes, so she often made a
good impression when she went out for the evening. She feigned sheepishness—but in
reality, bragged—about a conversation she overheard between two women on the
evening she met Jim: “I was in the bathroom at Kentucky Tavern when I heard a
woman say, ‘Have you seen that sophisticated, beautiful woman that Jim Craik is
dating?’ I stayed in the bathroom until they left!”64 All indications are that Jim was as
physically drawn to Craik as she to him, and this appeal proved the main reason they
married so quickly. In regards to meeting Jim, Craik recalled, “It was an instant sexual
attraction, pure and simple!”65
This conviction in regards to female sexuality—that women should marry before
engaging in sexual activity—remained prevalent in the 1940s. Some grew concerned
when women began to work, saying, “That gaining the right to behave like a man
[means] also the right to misbehave like he does,” a reference to the fear that women’s
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wartime independence would lead to increased promiscuity among “good girls.”66
Though Craik’s attitudes towards women’s sexuality liberalized considerably as the
women’s movement gained traction in the 1960s, at this time, it seems by her own
accounts that she followed these social mores rather strictly. Craik’s adherence to these
standards was likely driven, in part, by the fact that she was a divorcée. She may have
worried that others would speculate that she would readily engage in sexual activity
without the commitment of marriage.
While sexual attraction remained, by far, the primary motivation that Craik
married so quickly, Jim’s stable family life had factored into the decision, too. The Craik
family had an esteemed history as Jim Craik’s ancestor, Dr. James Craik, was the
personal physician and close friend of President George Washington. The family
possessed heirlooms of considerable historical value that had been passed down to Jim’s
parents, including a miniature of Dr. James Craik painted by renowned artist Charles
Wilson Peale.67 Perhaps more significantly than the historical appeal, Craik witnessed a
loving family environment, which affected her. Jim’s parents enjoyed a loving, stable
relationship, and they supported and encouraged Jim in his endeavors. They openly cared
for each other. Craik yearned for such a family and certainly noticed the contrast to her
upbringing: “The Craik family has a great history. All I have is a history of being poor
and physically abused by my father. I liked being a Craik, very much. And I still do. I
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think it’s a family name that goes back and has real history. And I like it.”68 Craik gained
social approval with her new name and its connotations.
A final consideration that may have led to Craik’s rushed marriage was her
economic reality at the time. As a single mother of a young child, Craik had few options
for financial independence, and this prospect likely frightened her. Moreover, the social
stigma of single women with children in the 1940s was widespread. Her marriage to Jim,
who, by her standards, came from a respectable family, offered her financial security and
an honorable reputation.
In retrospect, Craik acknowledged that the hasty second marriage may not have
been the best idea, admitting, “We were just damn lucky because we held all the same
views about politics and religion.”69 Although her union with Jim lasted fifty-nine years,
until his death in 2004, Craik has conceded that her marriage was not always comfortable
or happy. Once, she prepared to leave Jim when she had determined that the marriage was
failing because it had become, in her words, “too traditional.” While they may have agreed
on politics and religion, they held increasingly different perspectives on their respective
roles within the marriage and child-rearing as she matured and became a feminist. These
differences nearly ended their union. When Craik finally began to find her voice, she
challenged Jim after a significant turning point in their marriage. That confrontation would
not happen until many years later, when the children were already out of the home.
Although their marriage ultimately survived the tension between the couple regarding
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their parental roles, it may have permanently injured their relationships with their adult
children.
Becoming Mrs. Savannah
The year was now 1945, and in contrast to her life just a year earlier, things were
on an upswing for Craik. The war was now over, she was a happy newlywed, and she
found work in another dress shop with “higher-end” clientele. Hers was the primary
income for the family as Jim continued his studies at the University of Louisville. The
future looked bright. As with her first marriage, Craik became pregnant with her second
child within a year of saying “I do,” which, at first, was happy news.
However, she subsequently lost her job at the dress shop for becoming pregnant,
so Jim had to drop out of school and find work. He began working at tobacco company
Brown Williamson; he loathed this job. Without initially telling Craik his plans, he
reenlisted as a Staff Sergeant in the Army Air Corps in 1946, soon after Craik gave birth
to their first child, Stephen. Craik understood that Jim was dejected working at Brown
Williamson and that motivated his decision to reenlist. Yet Craik also speculated that he
feared child-rearing and married life in general; she believed his reenlistment was an
escape tactic. He was panicking. She admitted, “I felt like he wanted out for some
time.”70
When Jim reenlisted, he went to the Chicago area for less than a year for a brief
training period before being stationed in Manchester, New Hampshire. He left the family
behind in Louisville in 1947, newborn child and all. This military station did not provide
housing for families, and Jim did not exert much effort to find a place for his young
70
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family. Craik discovered that Jim had left behind five thousand dollars in a savings
account and formed a plan. Not willing to stay behind alone with a toddler and an infant,
and refusing to let Jim run away so freely, Craik purchased a trailer for two thousand
dollars. She drove by herself with the two children to New Hampshire to join her
husband, whether he liked it or not. About this decision, she stated matter-of-factly, “I
decided I wasn’t going to let him get away. If he couldn’t find housing then I’d bring our
housing with us! And that’s what I did!”71
The account of Craik’s journey to New Hampshire illustrates her trademark
tenacity. She only secured her driver’s license three months before hauling a three-ton
trailer with an old 1941 car from Louisville to New Hampshire. She remembered that the
trailer weighed so much she had to go down a hill at eighty miles per hour in order to
gain enough speed and momentum to make it uphill. This strategy worked for her until
she reached the small town of East Avon, New York:
I had to come down a hill. There was a railroad stop, and I had to stop the
car and then try to get up the other side of the hill. And I couldn’t make it.
There was a gas station, so I decided I would back up, and go into that gas
station and stay overnight. When I tried to back up, instead of backing up,
it jack-knifed, so that my car was heading up and the trailer was across the
other side of the road. And a nice truck driver, because he had to stop, he
pulled up and fastened my car to the back of his truck and pulled it up,
and got me back into the filling station. 72
The mechanic at the station examined her car and realized only three bolts held
her engine in place instead of four. Even more frightening, those three bolts had broken.
She would have to leave the car there while he repaired it. She marveled at what next
occurred, recalling, “And this is how naive I was: the truck driver offered to take me and
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the children someplace to get supper. And I got in the car with him! And went and ate
and trusted him! Can you imagine doing that in this day and age?”73
Craik, Richard, and Stephen took the train the rest of the way into New
Hampshire and she returned later to get the car and trailer after the mechanic had repaired
it. The family lived in that trailer while Jim remained stationed in New Hampshire.
After his brief stint in New Hampshire, Jim received a new assignment in
Savannah, Georgia, and the family relocated in 1949. In the same year, the couple’s
second child, and Craik’s third, arrived. Juliet Craik was born in the closest military
hospital at the time, in Beaufort, South Carolina. While Craik remained in the hospital,
Jim was tasked with maintaining the house and taking care of their two young boys, a
more difficult task than he anticipated. Craik remembered that it “looked like a bomb
went off” when she returned home. While an amusing anecdote, this memory also
illustrates that Craik, like most women in this generation, was tasked with maintaining
the domestic sphere with little support from a spouse.74
Craik had born three children in a six-year span. This pattern became especially
prevalent in the aftermath of WWII, creating what was known as the “baby boomer”
generation. While the birth rates had declined in each decade since the beginning of the
twentieth century, they began to increase in 1945, the year the war ended. According to
historian Stephanie Coontz, author of A Strange Stirring, the birth rate rose in 1957 to 123
births per 1,000 women. In 1940, the rate topped out at 79.5 births per one thousand
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women. Moreover, according to Coontz, “The birthrate for third children doubled between
1940 and 1960.”75
Notably, as the rapid population boom continued throughout the nation and family
sizes increased, the Craiks only had three children and Juliet was their last. Craik
revealed that Jim had easy access to condoms through the military, and they used them to
prevent having more children.76 This information further highlights that select members
of the population had greater access to birth control options. Craik certainly struggled as
a mother of three young children, particularly in the periods when Jim was away in the
Korean War, but she also benefitted from access to birth control. While in Savannah, she
took the first noticeable steps towards her gradual reinvention of self, but it may not have
been possible for her to pursue personal interests if she had had more children.
When Craik first arrived in Savannah, she settled in as a mother and a housewife,
dutifully playing the gendered role prescribed for her. She dazzled as a military wife by
attending social events, volunteering in community organizations, and excelling in the
domestic arena. In addition to an active social life, Craik flaunted her sewing and design
aptitude by entering local contests. She contributed economically to her family when she
won prizes from these challenges, giving her a purpose. She also enjoyed these contests
and received the positive attention she desired.
These competitions, sponsored by varying brands of consumer goods as well as
stores, both local and national, became especially popular in post-war America in the late
1940s through the early 1960s. Americans embraced consumerism after WWII, and
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companies viewed the contests as a way to promote their products while at the same time
encouraging the domesticity of American housewives.
Belk Department Stores sponsored one such local competition, and Craik won
first prize in the Original Design Group, a challenge in which each entrant had to design
an article of clothing and make it. A newspaper article described this challenge: “All
contestants were required to design their creation and also to perform all construction of
the finished product. Also, entries were accompanied by a pattern in detail.”77 She won
fifty dollars in prize money and the honor of automatically entering into a national
competition in New York. The following year she competed in many of the eight possible
categories in the same contest and won again, this time in the Glamour Division.78 Craik
kept a 1950 newspaper article from The Savannah Airman, which described the amount
of detail and diligence she gave to her creations:
in the Original Design group … was a wine gabardine raincoat lined with
plaid rayon with an umbrella to match. Mary had the cloth treated to be
water repellant and she even made the umbrella herself, even to carving
the wooden handle. The raincoat can also double for one of the new
dusters that are so fashionable this year.79
Despite this arduous work, Craik did not win in this particular category, Original
Design. Still, this description establishes several noteworthy factors. First, it verifies the
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work ethic that Craik had and the high standards she maintained for herself. This trait
served her well when she went on to earn her Ph.D. in Psychology at a time when
graduate programs catered to men, who dominated enrollment. Secondly, it attests to
Craik’s creative and artistic skills, which she fully utilized in her later years as an artist.
Finally, the description illustrates the skill level that many expected women to employ in
the domestic arena. Equally significant, perhaps, is that this description—and the entire
article—communicates the message that women should enjoy their domestic work. This
message aligns with the popular ideology of the period that a woman should find
fulfillment from her work in the domestic sphere.
In addition to successful domestic pursuits, as the wife of a military man, Craik met
the social expectation that she maintain a presence in the community and pursue
philanthropic endeavors. One article she retained identifies her as the “Entertainment
Chairman of the Non-Commissioned Officers Wives Auxiliary.”80 As such, she regularly
attended and helped organize fundraisers, dances, and other events (Figure 5). For example,
her scrapbook contains an article about a project she worked on for children in the local
hospital. The article reads, “Scrapbooks, scrapbooks, scrapbooks, who wants to make a
scrapbook? Frances Gelden has requested that some be made for use in the Children’s ward
at the hospital and Mary Craik has obligingly made a sample one for all to see.”81 The
article includes a picture of Craik’s daughter, Juliet, contentedly playing with a scrapbook,
showcasing happy children in a nuclear family as the media was inclined to do.
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Figure 5.

Mary B. Craik US Air Photo, 1950. This photo was taken at a dance or social

event for military families in Savannah, Georgia.
(Photograph in possession of author.)

Though Craik thrived remaining active and involved, she had reservations. With
Jim overseas fighting in the Korean War, she worried that if he were killed, she would be
a single mother of three young children with no income. She had no trained skill set with
which to enter the labor force. She proved a masterful seamstress, but she did not
consider this ability profitable enough to raise a family should the need arise.
Besides anticipating a potential financial need for obtaining an education, Craik
had an innate desire to learn. The love for books that she developed as a young child
never wavered, and she wanted to foster it. Moreover, she aspired to do something for
herself, and her missed opportunity to attend the University of Louisville still nagged at
her. Therefore, in 1950, at the age of twenty-seven, she enrolled in the local community
college, Armstrong College, majoring in Home Economics.
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The popular myth of the typical 1950s woman portrayed a happily married wife
and mother who stayed home and did not seek advancement through outside employment
or education. The media promoted this illusion into the mainstream through articles and
photographs such as the one described above that featured Juliet and Craik’s scrapbooks.
Pearls, high heels, an apron, and perfectly coifed hair is the popularly invoked image of a
1950s housewife. If this myth were true, Craik’s decision to enroll in college would have
been bold and rebellious. However, feminist scholars and historians point out that in
actuality, many women sought independent opportunities, sometimes through financial
necessity and at other times because they craved something outside of the home.82
Craik’s personal history aligns with broader trends in social history in this regard.
While the idea of a blissful domestic goddess in the 1950s is fictional, it is true
that women faced pressure to achieve that ideal. In fact, many women’s frustrations with
the expectation to happily conform to this standard contributed to the groundswell that
eventually became the second wave of feminism in the early 1960s. The idealized image
of a nuclear family with a stay-at-home mother and a breadwinner-father had
disseminated widely through various forms of media. These images reinforced
conformity, which was seen as one way to combat communism. Living on a military
base, Craik was, no doubt, expected to assimilate. In this sense, Craik defied societal
expectations just by the act of returning to school when she was the mother of three
young children. She reflected, “That was a time when nobody did that. My neighbors quit
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speaking to me because I wasn’t home with my kids all day.”83 Despite the neighbors’
objections, Jim supported Craik’s decision to enroll.
Society largely expected women who attended school to select a major to assist
them in the domestic sphere. Home economics remained a preferred course of study
for women in the postwar years, and it seemed a logical path for Craik, especially
given her background as a seamstress. “When I was in high school I had a double
major, home economics and science and won awards in both. When I went to college, I
was very interested in sewing, wanted to be a dress designer, and tradition was why I
majored in home economics,” she revealed.84 According to this passage, it is apparent
that she always had a predilection and talent for home economics. However, it is
noteworthy that she also won awards in science, but she did not act upon her interest in
that field. Not insignificantly, Craik attributed her decision to major in home
economics to “tradition,” alluding to the stereotyped gendered roles familiar at the
time. While she may have enjoyed her chosen field, one has to wonder if her declared
major would have differed if broader choices had been more acceptable for women at
the time.
While at Armstrong College, Craik was a non-traditional student as a married
mother of three young children whose husband was often away for long periods. As a
result, she encountered challenges typical college students did not face. In addition to her
studies and child-rearing, she managed all household duties, including finances. She
participated in the contests mentioned above, and remained engaged in the social
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activities and volunteer work expected of military wives. To handle all of these duties,
she relied on a nursery the Army provided at a rate of two dollars per week to watch the
children when she attended class and studied.85
Despite the trials Craik faced, she quickly earned the respect of her professors and
fellow students. For example, when a sorority asked her to serve as its advisor, the
president of the college approved it, even though faculty or staff at the school typically
served in these roles (Figure 6).

Figure 6.

Mary and Jim Craik at a Homecoming Dance sponsored by Beta Lambda.

Armstrong Community College, Savannah Georgia. Date unknown.
(Photograph in possession of author.)
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This period in Craik’s life proved pivotal in terms of her evolution. Her time at
Armstrong College taught her how to question, and gave her permission to do so. In fact,
Professors encouraged her to ask questions. One project in particular introduced the
power of questioning accepted norms. She recalled:
The education I got in 1951 changed my life completely. That’s when I
became really adamant about minorities. I didn’t figure out the women
[issue] until a little later, but it was those classes that opened my eyes. I
remember one of the things we were reading [about was] the muckrakers.
I decided that I would interview the mayor and the chief of police as a
muckraker, and so I asked them embarrassing questions. I asked them
about corruption in the police department and in the mayor’s office, and
they got really upset. The president of the college got a phone call from
the mayor, ‘What are you teaching those students?’86
Her professor approached her and told her she had received an ‘A’ for the project,
but he could not mark it on her paper because the president of the college contacted him,
probing his teaching methods. Craik did not recall a specific query or incident about
which she probed the mayor and police. However, with this assignment, she discovered
that she could antagonize and question on behalf of the underdog against powerful
institutions. Whether the mayor called the president because Craik had correctly
identified something corrupt or unethical, or just because he was surprised by her
boldness and insinuations of corruption is difficult to determine. Either way, when the
mayor called the president of the college, Craik realized she had made an impact. She
does not recall a specific moment or incident that influenced her to become passionate
about social causes. She shared the above story to illustrate how the education she
received, including being afforded the freedom to question, contributed to her eventual
shift even if she was not quite emboldened to take any stances yet. She remembered that
86
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as a child on West Market Street she did not vocalize her queries about practices that
puzzled her. Because of this class, she now sensed she had permission to begin
challenging the status quo. At this time, segregation and racism were the social issues that
most concerned her, and she began to vocalize her opposition, albeit tentatively at first.
Craik graduated as class valedictorian in 1952 with an Associate’s Degree in
Home Economics. She accomplished this feat while also maintaining a home and caring
for three children, essentially as a single mother while Jim was away in Korea. Soon
after, she began teaching at a local high school. With these achievements—and
recognition—her confidence grew. Soon after, in 1953, Jim returned from Korea and
reunited with his family. Craik continued working outside of the home yet remained
solely responsible for all of the household duties as well. By this time, Richard, aged
nine, and Stephen, aged sven, would have been in school throughout the day. Juliet, five
at this time, may have gone to kindergarten. This fact, no doubt, eased the child care
burden. It likely frustrated Craik that Jim offered little to no assistance with domestic
tasks. Yet, she somehow juggled all of it, and it appears she did so quite well.
Two years after graduating, in 1954, Craik entered the Mrs. Savannah Pageant.
She giggled a bit as she remembered, “My whole motivation [for entering the pageant]
was that I saw [as a prize] this expensive dress that I wanted. I didn’t tell anybody that I
even entered. But I only entered it because I wanted that expensive dress!”87
The contest, part of the Mrs. America Pageant that had begun in 1936, was open
to all married women aged twenty-one or older. In a challenge of domestic superiority,
judges evaluated each candidate through a sewing sample, a “poise and personality
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interview” and her housekeeping prowess.88 Judges appeared unannounced at each
candidate’s home to inspect cleanliness and décor. Additionally, each contestant had one
and a half hours to prepare a meal onstage while judges observed and later sampled the
meal. Craik prepared a “beautiful dish” of Swiss steak in wine sauce.89 Of the
competition, she recalled, “We had to provide a piece of clothing that we had made, [and
cook] our favorite recipe. I didn’t have a favorite recipe so I just went through a
cookbook and picked out one I never even cooked before — steak in wine sauce. And we
had to cook that meal on stage and serve it to the judges. [We] had to iron a white shirt—
timed.” She also added, with laughter, “I remember that Jim and Juliet were in the
audience and when the curtain went up I heard this little voice say, ‘Hey, mommy!’90
Craik won the crown of Mrs. Savannah (Figure 7).
Several newspaper articles touted her talents in the domestic sphere with
comments such as: “She won the title based on her record as a mother, decorator,
designer, cook, and housekeeper,”91 and “Mrs. Craik did not win on her attractive looks
alone, but also because of her ability as housekeeper, designer, cook, teacher and
mother.”92 Another quotation from the same article, titled “Hunter Wife Is Crowned Mrs.
Savannah,” reads
The new Mrs. Savannah not only designs her own clothes, but sews for
various people strictly as a hobby specializing in cocktail dresses, evening and
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bridal gowns. She also does display window sewing for a local department
store and has completely redecorated her home in the modern motif.93

Figure 7.

Mary Craik poses after winning the Mrs. Savannah Pageant, 1954.

(Photograph in possession of author.)

In addition to the accolades regarding Craik’s skill set, accounts reference her
physical attributes. One article is of particular interest as it claims, “Officials had earlier
explained that this year’s contest was not a beauty contest but would be decided upon
homemaking ability, personality, and charm.”94 However, in the same report, a
contradictory statement reads: “Crowning of ‘Mrs. Savannah,’ who tips the scales at a
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trim 118 pounds and stands five feet four inches …” The article goes on to describe Craik
as “[t]he pretty brunette.”95Such observations indubitably disprove the notion that beauty
had nothing to do with the pageant results. This article highlights the messages to girls
and women of the period: excel in the domestic arena, maintain your physical
appearance, and be a loving wife and mother. These were the noteworthy achievements
for postwar women.
And Craik was literally placed on a pedestal. For winning the crown, she received
valuable prizes from local shops and invitations to many social events. Later she enjoyed
detailing her memories from this period in her life, remembering, “I even went downtown
to sign autographs. And people came to get ‘em! And I won luggage; I got a chest of
drawers back in the bedroom back there. It is a piece of furniture that I won as a part of
that. I got the cocktail dress. I won a whole outfit, all kinds of things!”96
She automatically qualified for the Mrs. Georgia contest where she placed second,
just barely missing out on the opportunity to enter into the Mrs. America Pageant. Several
articles and photographs in the scrapbook document her attendance as Mrs. Savannah at
local events such as luncheons and symphonies. The Society page of the newspaper
frequently featured her as a local celebrity. Though Craik likely enjoyed the attention, it
apparently made Jim uneasy. One newspaper article reads, “Captain Craik is not too
happy, for he feels that women are something like weather forecasting … unpredictable
at times.”97 Craik recalled that, at first, she did not even tell Jim she had entered the
pageant because she knew he would not approve:
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[S]omebody knocked on the door at supper time and said they were from
the Mrs. Savannah contest and that I had been one of six [finalists] to
compete. Jim said, ‘Did you apply for that damn--?’ He thought it was
ridiculous. Then later, when I won, they asked him if he was proud of me,
and was he surprised? He said, ‘I think that anybody as smart as she is
would have been too smart to try. And of course, I knew she would win.’
But the thing that he didn’t really care about too much was on base they
called him ‘Captain Savannah!’ He wasn’t too crazy about that!98
Although this quotation indicates that Jim remained somewhat uncomfortable with
the attention Craik, and he, as ‘Captain Savannah,’ received, there are also indications that
he was proud of her, since “he knew she would win.” These remarks suggest another
significant point: Jim seemed to understand, maybe even more than Craik did at the time,
that pageants of this nature belittled women, as he considered her “too smart” for pageants.
Craik’s attitude towards pageants changed over time and she later hid her pageant
background from many.99 She has admitted, “For years I didn’t want people to know that
I had done that.” Over time, she discontinued her support for pageants. She stated,
My understanding is [contestants] do get scholarships to go to school.
And I think it’s good that they get scholarships, but I think that they’re
mainly based on what they look like, and I think that’s terrible. I don’t
really approve of them, but at least they get a scholarship so that they can
get some education. But I would prefer they get my scholarship! I would
prefer that they get scholarships because of their intelligence rather than
that they look good in a bathing suit.100
Despite the obvious objectification she endured during the pageant, Craik’s firstplace prize further bolstered her confidence levels. Within four years, she had won
sewing competitions, graduated with an Associate’s Degree, won a pageant, and procured
professional employment. For the first time, Craik developed her own identity and
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secured independence. These events, as chronicled in the detailed scrapbooks she kept of
this period, signaled a shift in her life.
Except for a few childhood pictures, the beginning pages of the Craik scrapbook
mainly focus on her life in Savannah. The scrapbook demonstrates that Craik dutifully
performed the role expected of her as a woman. She proved a skilled cook and an awardwinning seamstress. Pictures of her smiling children appeared in the newspapers,
implying Craik was a doting mother. However, the newspaper articles focus almost
entirely on her gendered and domestic accomplishments. Of the numerous clippings
included in the scrapbook that document her many wins, only one article mentions the
fact that she was a student and a teacher. To 1950s reporters, this part of her identity
paled in comparison to her physical attributes or her domestic superiority.
True to the era, all of the articles identify or address Craik in connection to Jim
with headlines such as, “Hunter Wife is Crowned Mrs. Savannah”101 and “Airman’s Wife
Awarded Title Mrs. Savannah.”102 With very few exceptions, the pieces always first
identify her as “Mrs. James Craik” or a similar variation. Several articles listed Jim’s
accomplishments or professional title before hers. For example, one reads, “The wife of
an Air Force captain was crowned as Mrs. Savannah 1954 last week … Mrs. Mary Craik,
wife of Captain James S. Craik, Jr. of the Weather Detachment at Hunter Air Force
Base.”103 Her feats proved secondary to Jim’s. Although recognizing women in this
manner is consistent with the period, the headlines communicate that her status as a wife
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gave her credibility, and remained more important to the public than her individual
successes. In later years as her evolution unfolded, Craik defiantly refused the title of
Mrs. James Craik, answering to Ms. Mary Craik or Dr. Mary Craik. She also worked later
to eliminate gendered language from official documents.
Becoming
Soon after the Mrs. Savannah Pageant, in 1955, the Army stationed Jim Craik in
Montgomery, Alabama, and the family relocated again. While there, Craik continued her
education and pursued a Bachelor’s degree at Huntingdon College. She remained active
in contests, winning twenty-five dollars in merchandise by placing first in another sewing
and design competition.
When recalling her time in Montgomery, Craik remembered a valuable lesson. A
general’s wife hosted sessions, expecting the younger wives to attend. These sessions
prepared the younger women for the role of general’s wife through teaching them
protocols and expectations. Craik was in a dilemma because the sessions took place at the
same time as one of her classes at Huntingdon. She did not want her absence from the
events to reflect poorly on Jim, so she decided to miss her class to attend the first session.
While there, she eventually confessed to the general’s wife that she had enrolled at
Huntingdon and that she had missed her class to attend the meeting. The woman
surprised Craik when she encouraged her to keep going to class and released her from
future gatherings. Craik remembered that the general’s wife said, “The best thing that I
could do to prepare for [my role as] a future general’s wife was to go to school and get
my degree. And they gave me permission, then, to skip those meetings and go to school
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full time.”104 The woman emphasized to Craik that she did not need to do everything the
military told her to do. For the first time, Craik believed she had permission to pursue her
interests separately and unrelated to Jim’s military career.
While in Montgomery, Craik also remembered taking her first stance against
racial inequities, a step propelling her closer to her eventual feminist awakening. She
dropped an ethics class because the professor commented to the effect that if God wanted
Black people and white people to have equal treatment, He would have made them the
same. Craik said, “I was so mad that I announced publicly that I was dropping a class that
I had an ‘A’ in because the professor was a racist.”105 Craik maintained she was about to
“get in trouble” in regards to taking a more aggressive stand against racial discrimination,
but their time in Montgomery proved too brief for her to become more active. The family
lived in Montgomery for less than six months before they again relocated. The Craiks left
at some point in 1955, just missing the Montgomery bus boycott that began in December
of that year.
The Craik family’s next station was in Cambridge, England. Prior to departure,
Craik passed through Louisville to visit her mother, who had been ill from a liver
condition. When the Craiks visited her, she expressed her desire for a new television, so
Craik and Jim encouraged her to buy one. She informed them that she could not because
Wilhelm had changed the bank accounts so that she could no longer spend money
without his signature on checks and withdrawals. Incensed, the Craiks helped her work
with the bank so that she could purchase a television.106 This action proved the last one
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Craik took on behalf of her mother. Though she did not know it at the time, that would be
the last time she saw her mother, who passed away while Craik lived in Cambridge.
Craik was devastated by the loss of her mother and even more overcome by her father’s
actions after her mother’s passing.
Through her work sewing dresses for neighborhood women and children, Craik’s
mother had saved enough money to purchase homes to rent out for extra income. Though
Craik’s parents did not officially divorce, they no longer lived together, and their
relationship had effectively ended; Wilhite remained with the mistress with whom he had
a son. Adding to Craik’s distress about her mother’s death while she remained so far
away, Wilhite allegedly manipulated the will and absconded with property and mementos
that should have gone to Craik. She disclosed:
[My mother] owned three houses that she paid for. She left them in her
will to me, and my father tore it up and threw it away. The woman that he
married got my furniture. I had left furniture when I left Louisville with
my mother, and that furniture was in one of the houses that she owned on
21st Street. So, his new wife got my houses and my furniture.107
Whether Craik’s father was actually able to “tear up a will,” or if he legally
obtained the property because he was still the spouse at the time of Meredith Wilhite’s
death is difficult to say.108 Regardless of what happened in terms of the will, Craik
considered her distance from Louisville too far to challenge the outcome. Whatever the
facts of the situation, Craik believed her abusive and unfaithful father did not deserve her
mother’s hard-earned property, nor did his mistress (who was soon to become his wife).
Her hatred towards her father intensified, as did her sense of loss regarding her mother.

107

Craik interview, June 2, 2015.
A search for legal documentation to verify this statement, both for the will and real estate
records, proved inconclusive.
108

74

After many years, Craik eventually ruminated on her relationship with her father
enough to come to terms with the situation. She concluded:
I finally reached the position where I decided that he was a victim as well.
Although I did not approve of what he did, I felt differently about the fact
that he had done all of these things, and that was all part of him being a
victim. So, I got over my anger with him. And although I never
particularly liked what he did, I concluded, what else could a [man like
him] do? Who couldn’t read, and couldn’t go to school? He was mean,
though. He was a mean man. But I finally reached a point where I felt like
he was a victim. So, I got that out of my system.109
Craik may have believed that her father’s lack of education explained many of his
behaviors and that he was a victim of his circumstances. However, her later artwork
reveals that she perhaps never truly “got over” her anger with him. Without knowing
more about his upbringing, it is impossible to fully explain, analyze, or understand his
conduct and demeanor.
Other than her mother’s death and the traumas it evoked, Craik relished her time
in England. Having always wanted to travel abroad, she remained excited about the
move. The Craiks spent a total of three years in Cambridge (1955-1958), and she savored
the experience of living in a European city steeped in intellectual and artistic pursuits.
Just as she had done at home, Craik enrolled in classes at Cambridge Technical College.
She signed up for art courses, studying sculpting, life drawing, and design. She
remembered listening to lectures at the school and having tea with John Middleton
Murray, a close friend of writer D.H. Lawrence. Craik was intrigued by meeting people
from all over the world and was interested in learning about their cultures and customs.
Enthralled by the diversity in Cambridge, she commented in a Courier-Journal article
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after her return home, “No one seemed to feel they have to conform, as they do in the
States.”110 Even Jim immersed himself in the culture when he learned how to play the
bass and joined an amateur band, playing jazz for fun. In addition to her art classes, Craik
learned how to do silk-screen printing and make jewelry. Some of her earrings had sold
through a London department store, Marshall and Snellgrove. In the Courier-Journal
article she boasted, “I felt pretty important walking down Oxford Street after seeing a
window full of my earrings.”111 Notably, a hint of Craik’s craving for recognition seeps
through in that statement.
Because they traveled so far from home and the children had been moved around
so much, the couple preferred to settle with the children in a comfortable residence in a
traditional setting while in Cambridge. They did not consider it in their best interest to
reside in the sterile barracks on the military base, so they rented a small home. This
decision also allowed the family to immerse themselves in the local culture more
completely and enjoy their experience abroad. This choice also may have helped the
family connect more closely since Jim had been away from them for long periods,
primarily when he was in the Korean War.
However, the military informed the Craiks that they would have to live on the base.
Craik recalled the lesson she had learned from the general’s wife in Montgomery,
Alabama: she did not have to do everything the military commanded. She decided to test
that theory, refusing to move onto the base. The military threatened to revoke their monthly
rental allowance. Craik stood her ground. The military countered: Jim would have to move
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onto the base, leaving the family in the home without him. She responded: that would be
fine, but she and the children would not live on the base. The military tried one more tactic,
informing Craik that she and the children would have to return to the states while Jim
remained in Cambridge. She retorted, “That’s fine. I want to go back to school anyway.”112
When it became evident that Craik would not back down, the military eventually did. The
family remained together in Cambridge in their home off of the military base. Mary Craik
was finding her voice, and the rebellious nature from her childhood began to re-emerge.
Her reinvention of self was well underway. Interestingly, this story was one of the only
ones Craik shared from the children’s growing up years that highlighted family
togetherness, and even in that case it centered on her own boldness and agency.
While they were in Cambridge, they tried to travel to other parts of Europe as
well. Craik laughingly shared an anecdote about a trip to Paris, France. Craik and Jim
decided to have professional photos made while they were there. She remembered, “Jim
was with me, and the [photographer] wanted me to let him take a picture without the top
[on]! So I said to Jim, ‘What should I do?’ And Jim said, ‘When in Rome!’ And so [the
photographer] took the picture of me, and I’m positive that there are pictures floating
around in Paris with me naked!”113 Craik much later kept a tame version from this
photography session on display in her apartment. Considering that about ten years earlier
Craik had worried about being a “good girl,” it is clear a change had taken place. This
change can be attributed to the newfound confidence Craik developed, maturity, and a
more carefree attitude while she lived abroad.
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When Craik shared this story much later, she gave the wrong time period for the
vacation, thinking she and Jim had taken this vacation during their retirement. After she
died and the date was discovered on the back of the photograph, it was clear that they had
traveled to Paris while they lived in Cambridge. Unfortunately, the opportunity to ask if
the children accompanied them on this excursion had passed.
While they were in Cambridge, the Craiks started to view the United States
somewhat differently. They gained exposure to international perspectives on American
politics, both domestic and international policies. For example, racial segregation had
bothered Craik, but now she ascertained how the United States appeared to other
countries. Its reputation was unfavorable to some. Many in Britain considered Americans
hypocritical because they imposed democracy on others around the world but fell so short
of their ideas at home. Additionally, the Craiks had befriended an Iranian man who
informed them about the tumultuous political situation in Iran. The United States
government had recently helped to topple the government of Mohammad Mosaddegh.
The Craiks, after listening to their friend, did not support this action and questioned U.S.
involvement in these international affairs. They also grew accustomed to the United
Kingdom’s more socialist policies. When it came time to return home, Craik had grown
disillusioned with the U.S., and had Jim been able to retire from the military, they may
have remained behind. Craik noted, however, that she and Jim returned to the United
States with contrasting attitudes:
Jim and I made two different decisions, and we both pretty much lived up
to them. I decided to stay here and fight to change it. And Jim decided to
stay here and opt out, not do anything. And so that’s pretty much what we
did. So, I was the one who was active. Jim supported me, but he didn’t do
anything. He just opted out of the whole thing. … He believed in the same
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things that I did. He just wasn’t willing to do anything to make them
happen.114
The Craiks returned to their home country in 1958, on the verge of a new decade.
The United States was rife with strife and tension, particularly in regards to race relations
as Black resistance to racial discrimination had expanded in the wake of World War II
and as the Cold War exposed more racist atrocities on the international stage. The Brown
v. Board of Education ruling by the United States Supreme Court to desegregate schools
had come into effect in 1954, before the Craiks left for England. After this ruling, African
Americans demanded their rights to enroll in academic institutions of their choice while
segregationists refused to yield. By the time the Craiks left for England in 1955 and
throughout the years they remained abroad, tensions escalated over this issue. Also, the
Montgomery bus boycott, which the Craiks narrowly missed in December 1955, garnered
national attention bringing more awareness to racial injustices. Martin Luther King, Jr.
became more prominent nationally, inspiring more African Americans to demand
equality. In this period, television’s popularity expanded, bringing many of these events
and the frequent violence directed towards African Americans into more families’ living
rooms. Although Post-WWII optimism remained throughout the country, these unequal
distributions of opportunities tainted it and foreshadowed a turbulent decade ahead. The
country had changed in the three years the Craiks lived abroad. Although geographically
removed from the U.S., she had grown more attuned to politics and more emboldened to
express her opinions on these matters.
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The Epiphany
According to Craik, she and Jim requested to be sent anywhere on the East Coast
so that she could continue her education. Instead, the military assigned Jim to El Paso,
Texas, where he continued work as a meteorologist for the military. Craik was
disappointed, but somewhat pacified to know there was at least a college there where she
could continue her studies. She enrolled at Texas Western at El Paso to pursue a
Bachelor’s Degree in Education.115
Craik’s years in El Paso would prove transformative. Her evolution coincided
with transitions rippling throughout her homeland. She encountered challenges, both
professionally and personally, that forced her to make difficult decisions and take firm
stances, testing her vow to return to the United States and fight for change.
By the time the Craiks moved to El Paso, their three children were fifteen, twelve,
and eight. They had moved a great deal in their young lives, and their father had
frequently been absent. He had been more available while they were in Cambridge, but
lingering family tensions finally climaxed in El Paso, especially concerning Richard, the
oldest and Jim’s stepson.
According to Craik, Richard had always been a problem, even as a toddler in
Louisville. “When [Richard] was a little kid in the projects and the kids would be playing
out in the courtyard not having any trouble until Richard came in and then they would get
in fights,” she remembered.116 She also divulged that tension between Jim and Richard
had long contributed to problems:
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The reason Jim was an absent father is because Richard hated him and he
didn’t like Richard. But [Jim] didn’t want to be unfair, so he neglected all
of them in terms of what fathers usually do. He was not mean to them in
any way. He just wasn’t there. It was like my children were raised by a
single mother who happened to have a father in the same house.117
Although this statement is intended to reflect on Jim’s relationship with Richard,
if fully accurate, it indicates that Jim’s neglect affected the other two children as well.
This neglect potentially factored into the eventual disintegration of the Craiks’
relationship with Stephen, the middle son. Additionally, although Craik reported no
tension with Juliet, some who knew Craik wondered later if Juliet took steps to isolate
herself from her parents. Craik always stated Juliet was quiet, independent, and content to
be alone, even as a child.
This account provides insight into the kinds of frustrations Craik experienced in
her marriage. She added, “When Jim was gone I did everything. I took care of the money;
I did everything. But then [when] Jim was home, he took over and made all the
decisions.”118 Although Craik stayed frustrated with these issues in regards to her
marriage, she had not reached the point of confronting Jim during the couple’s years in El
Paso. However, Richard, now an angst-ridden teenager, had reached his limit and Craik’s
relationship with him completely unraveled.
In El Paso, Richard did not perform well at school, and he engaged in problematic
behaviors. Craik even believed he participated with local gangs. She recalled a night in
1959 when the doorbell rang at two o’clock in the morning. She was surprised and
embarrassed to find the police bringing Richard home in handcuffs, as she had thought
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Richard was in bed asleep. She recognized the situation called for drastic measures to
keep Richard out of trouble, and she thought it necessary to get him out of El Paso. She
hoped to send Richard to boarding school, but she could not afford it.
What happened next is somewhat unclear, as Craik’s memory of exact details had
faded by the time she was interviewed for this project. She recalled contacting Richard’s
father, Wilhelm, and asking him for money as he had never paid child support. However,
Craik had also stated that Jim had adopted Richard. If Jim had adopted Richard, Wilhelm
would not have been required to pay child support, though he could have still owed
unpaid support for the years before the adoption or Craik’s marriage to Jim. Craik
recalled having hired an attorney to contact Wilhelm for the arrears. She described what
happened next:
This was the hardest thing I ever did in my life, I think. [Wilhelm] came
back, and I know he didn’t think I would do it, but I was desperate, and
[he] said he did not have the money. He could not afford to pay the child
support. I’m sure he thought I wouldn’t do it, but he would be willing to
have [Richard] come and live with him and his third wife. And so, I said
yes. The hardest thing I ever did was put him on that train, and so, from
age sixteen he lived with his father, and he became just like him. And he
hates my guts.119
Feeling she could no longer control Richard, Craik made the difficult decision to
relinquish custody of him. Again, his adoption status has complicated this memory, as it
would have been unusual if not impossible to return him to his father if Wilhelm had
indeed terminated his parental rights. Regardless, Craik put Richard on a train, by
himself, for a long journey back to Louisville to live with the birth father he knew little if
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at all. She remembered this day as one of the most painful in her life, and she spent days
afterward crying.
The publication of Dr. Benjamin Spock’s The Common Sense Book of Baby Care
in 1946 became the preeminent guide for how to properly raise children. Spock
perpetuated the belief that children need a mother at home or they face the risk of
becoming juvenile delinquents.120 When asked about this stereotype, Craik remembered
negative reactions from others:
I got a lot of stuff from people who thought I was neglecting my children
and that I was a bad mother because I was going to school. That was
common. I think all the women in those years who had children who did
anything except stay at home and take care of the children were criticized
as not being good mothers. I felt bad about all of that (with Richard), but I
did not feel guilty about getting an education. I thought I was a good
mother. I don’t care what anybody thought.121
Craik always seemed sensitive on this subject, perhaps because her relationship
with Richard, and later, Stephen suffered. However, it also seems clear that Jim was
frequently neglectful, which likely affected the children. Yet fathers of that era typically
avoided blame for misbehaved or troubled children. Even as acquaintances seemingly
shunned Craik, her stated response illustrates that she never seemed to accept any blame
or responsibility for the dissolution of the relationship with Richard even as she
willingly—and perhaps rightfully—assigned some of the fault to Jim.
Clearly, the couple struggled in terms of connecting a blended family. Patty
Gibbs, one of Craik’s closest friends years later, did not excuse Richard’s actions as an
adult, but she reached the same conclusion, suggesting, “Richard, he may be a total jerk
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today, but I honestly think he was kind of doomed from the start. He was the step-child
and Mary has often said that Jim didn’t know how to not treat him differently. So, he
treated all three of the kids the same: with indifference.”122
Richard certainly would have noticed Jim’s apparent resentment towards him.
Moreover, there are no indications that Craik intervened on Richard’s behalf. In fact, it
appears that Craik may have sided with Jim. She once expressed, “I don’t know why he
was such a problem, but he was just like his father, who was an asshole.”123 This passage
suggests that Craik unfairly connected Richard with his father, who had abused her in her
first short-lived marriage.
Undoubtedly, Richard experienced hurt, anger, confusion, and isolation. These
feelings could only have intensified when the Craiks put Richard, aged sixteen, on a train
by himself for the long journey from El Paso to Louisville to return him to his father. The
child likely felt unwanted, abandoned, and unloved. It is not a stretch to imagine that all
of these feelings lingered with Richard well into adulthood. In addition to being removed
from the only family he had ever known, he would have been forced to live with a man
he did not know, and probably had not been around since he was an infant. The type of
relationship Richard then developed with his biological father is unknown.
Gibbs identified this moment as the defining one in their relationship and in
Richard’s life: “I felt that was probably his turning point with his mother.”124 Even
without Richard’s perspective, it is reasonable to conclude that this moment was pivotal
for him. They remained in contact only intermittently throughout the years, and their
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relationship never fully recovered. In remembering this incredibly painful episode, Craik
insisted that she had made this difficult decision believing it to be in Richard’s best
interest, though some may find this choice rooted in selfishness. In addition to Richard’s
well-being, Craik also had to consider her other children, her marriage, and her own
physical and emotional health when contemplating her limited options. Though it was
harsh, sending Richard away may well have truly seemed to her to be the best decision
for most of those involved, yet the episode remains disturbing, leaving no easy
conclusions.
Following this difficulty, Craik remained ambitious and focused perhaps even
more intently on her studies. She graduated in 1960 with her Bachelor’s Degree and
began teaching for a local school. While teaching, she continued studies at UTEP,
working towards her Master’s Degree.
At Bowie High School, where she taught art, administrators asked the teachers to
join a teacher’s association. The principal received special recognition if 100 percent of
the teachers at his school became members, so he pressured them. Craik, repelled by the
“whites only” membership policy of the association, refused. Craik recalled that for
approximately three weeks, different teachers, assigned by the principal, approached her,
the lone nonmember from the school, to recruit her to the association. Craik remained
resolute despite the intimidation and racial epithets directed towards her. She said,
[F]inally, one of them said to me, ‘I bet I know what it is. I bet you’re a [racial epithet]
lover.’ And that’s when I said, ‘Well, as a matter of fact, yes!’125 Soon after that, her
personnel evaluations, which had always been positive, began to decline. She understood
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she was no longer welcome at the school, and she was not interested in staying. With
that, she resigned her position and began to focus on finishing her Master’s Degree at
UTEP, which she completed in 1962. Craik never joined any national or large-scale
marches or protests that advocated for civil rights, but she made her opinions known
through these smaller stances. This incident proved to be one of the many pivotal
political stands Craik took while in El Paso.
Additional incidents of racial discrimination likewise touched her personally. Jim
continued his side hobby of playing bass guitar for a small band that performed on
weekends. The members of the band included an African-American pianist and vocalist
named Charlie and a Hispanic vocalist whose name Craik had forgotten through the
years. The band regularly played on Saturday evenings at a local bar. The owners of the
bar encouraged the band members to mingle with the crowd during breaks, and they
always happily complied with this request. The bar owners and audiences thoroughly
enjoyed the band.
One weekend, the Craiks and Charlie returned to the same bar on a Sunday
afternoon for a drink. However, the bar refused to serve Charlie. Craik was appalled that
the same bar would be so receptive toward a person one evening when he worked for the
business and then refuse to serve him the next day as a paying customer. The Craiks had
developed a strong friendship with Charlie, so she left, angry and offended. She
remembered:
When they wouldn’t serve him, I said, ‘Let’s burn the damn place down!’
And that’s when Charlie said to me, ‘Just calm down, Mary. This is
something I had to learn when I was six years old.’ And that made me
even madder. He had family in Los Angeles, and when he went from El
Paso to Los Angeles, there was not any place that he could stop with his
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children to go to the bathroom, [or] to get anything to eat. They had to
drive straight through.126
On a separate occasion, an Officers Club invited the band to play at a large party.
During a song that Charlie did not play or sing, he sat at the table with Craik. They got up
to dance during the song, causing alarm by bar patrons and employees. She recalled:
[The sponsors of the party] came and told me that I couldn’t dance with
him because he was Black. This was a big party, and the band was
supposed to play for the whole night. And when they said that, as soon as
[the band] took a break, I told the band, and we all got up and walked out.
And [the sponsors] didn’t have any music for their dance for the Officers
Club. Little things, but those are the kinds of things I did as far as racism
is concerned.127
At some point around the same time, Craik recalled a transition beginning in
regards to her awareness of gender inequities. She reflected, “I had this uneasy feeling
[that] I was always very successful as long as I was doing anything that women were
supposed to do. But I started having this feeling that I think [things are] happening to me
because I’m a woman. And then I would say, ‘If I just try harder they’ll recognize
that.’”128 The belief that she was not given due respect in a professional setting made her
more determined than ever to finish her Master’s Degree, thinking that she would finally
earn recognition for her work.
After she finished her M.A., Craik taught in the Education Department at UTEP.
Soon after, a new position opened for her. She remembered:
Dick Burns, one of my best friends on the faculty, was offered a job as
Director of the Office of Institutional Studies. And he was a wonderful
man, but he was lazy. And he knew I was a hard worker, and so, he told
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the president he would take the job as Director if they would hire me as
Assistant Director. So that’s what happened, and I was one-fourth time
Asst. Director and then three-fourths time teaching in the Education
Department.129
Craik recognized that she did most of the work even though her supervisor received
a higher salary. This episode added to her growing awareness of gender discrimination.
This particular office gathered institutional data for the president of the university
to help him make decisions. For one of Craik’s projects, she assisted the president with a
questionnaire for the Federal Manpower Agency whereby the university estimated their
employment needs for the next ten years. Craik compiled a document that categorized
positions at the university based on gender. She recalled:
There was a list of the job titles. And there was a male column and a
female column. And the first thing the president said to me was, ‘Go
down that female column, and put zeros in for everybody except maids
and secretaries. For example, I don’t need a smart woman like you in this
job, and when you leave, I will hire a mediocre man.’ That’s when I
decided to leave. But that’s when it really hit me in the face, and I decided
that I was going to do two things if at all possible. I was going to leave in
the middle of the year if I could get a job. And second, I was going to get
a Ph.D.130
Craik later recognized this episode as her epiphany, the moment when she
comprehended a connection between racism and sexism. She became incensed at the
realization that her industriousness remained unnoticed and unappreciated for the sole
reason that she was a woman. It suddenly occurred to her that she had taken personal
risks to oppose racism on behalf of others without considering that she, too, had
experienced oppression. She revealed:
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I really did not understand for a long time. I was active in terms of racism.
But for many years, I didn’t identify sexism. That wasn’t until the
President of El Paso [UTEP] told me that he didn’t need smart women
like me. And that’s when I became aware of sexism, and that’s what
spurred me to say, ‘Okay! I’m going to get a Ph.D.!’ Every time
somebody did something to me that made me mad, I got another degree!
Overall, until that happened, I wasn’t aware of being discriminated against
because I was a woman. Stupid!131
Craik relayed this account several times throughout the years. Additionally, in
October of 2017, when she gave brief comments upon receiving the Empowerment
Award from the University of Louisville Women’s Center, she shared this story with the
audience. The fact that Craik repeated this tale so frequently illustrates the significance of
this event for the shift in her attitude regarding women’s issues. After this episode,
although Craik always spoke of her concern about all forms of oppression, gender
inequities became her primary focus.
After the incident with the university president, Craik searched for a new position.
She recalled:
I decided I would have to make more money in the job [I left for]. I was
making five thousand eight hundred dollars a year at UTEP, and I got
offered a job supervising student teachers in New Mexico, which was
about an hour and a half drive on the highway. This is the funniest thing—
I wanted to be able to say I left because I made more money. They asked
me, ‘What’s the smallest amount of money that would take to come?’ I
said, ‘Six thousand dollars,’ and they paid me six thousand and five
dollars, so I quit [UTEP] in the middle of the year!132
Silver City, New Mexico, the location of her new job, was approximately an hour
from El Paso, creating a challenge for Craik and her family. Rather than a lengthy daily
commute, she rented a small apartment in Silver City and drove home on Friday to spend
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the weekend with her family. As time progressed, this situation exacerbated the lingering
tensions in the Craik marriage. She recalled working as hard at home on the weekends as
she did during the week: “[I’d] cook meals for the two kids and my husband who were
still home and freeze them and I made sure that all my duties as a mother and wife were
taken care of on the weekends. And then, late Sunday night I would drive back.”133 When
she expressed her feelings of guilt and remorse to Jim for being away from the family, he
responded that he hardly noticed she was even gone, which was, of course, because she
returned on the weekends to cook and clean. She said, “I still felt all the responsibilities
for taking care of all my duties at home, and then my damned husband, who I loved
dearly and who eventually changed, when I would say, ‘I’m sorry that I’m not there,’ and
he said, ‘We don’t have any problems. We don’t miss you. Everything is going along just
fine.’ Well, of course it was!”134 This comment hurt Craik and widened a chasm in their
marriage. She described how Jim’s flippant remarks made her feel: “Pissed! But I was
trying so hard to be a really good wife. I think because I had been divorced, I felt that
you’re entitled to one mistake. But you can’t make two. And so, I think for a long time I
catered to him and I tried hard because I decided, I’ve got to make this marriage
work.”135 She internalized these feelings and chose not to address this incident at the
time. However, it was becoming evident to her that their marriage could not continue in
this fashion. Craik was frustrated with the rigid gender roles each of them adopted.
Perhaps she was beginning to see what became clear to her much later: gender
stereotypes as the common denominator between her professional and personal
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frustrations. Patty Gibbs, who became Craik’s close friend only much later and never
knew the couple during this period, nonetheless discussed these dynamics with Craik
often later in her life. Gibbs has echoed this theme of Craik’s growing frustration in these
years of her marriage:
I think as they moved around, as the kids grew up, I don’t think she felt
abandoned by Jim, but she knew for long periods of time it was up to her
to keep that family together. Because he would be overseas, or they had
these awful rotations about the shifts that he had to work on and stuff like
that. So, Mary was the glue that held the family together. So, I think, her
feminism was slowly awakening. I think of a lot of women at the time,
they were feminists, they just didn’t know the word for it.136
Considering the moments during Craik’s time in El Paso that still resonated with
her in her later years, it is clear that these were formative years in her transformation.
Discovering the boundaries of what she would and would not tolerate, she had taken
personal stands in regards to racial discrimination and changed jobs to alleviate gender
discrimination in the workplace. It only seemed a matter of time before Craik addressed
the gender inequities that occurred in her own home and her marriage.
As Craik continued working in Silver City, she recognized it had to be a
temporary situation, so she also focused on another goal: earning her doctoral degree.
Fortunately for Craik, she maintained a relationship with Burns, her supervisor from
UTEP’s campus. He had graduated from the University of Iowa, and he knew of a
fellowship there for doctoral students. The university only awarded two fellowships a
year, and the recipient had to be recommended by a University of Iowa alumnus who had
also received the fellowship. Burns recommended Craik for the award, and she received
it. The fellowship included full tuition plus an additional stipend for her research work.
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Jim had retired from the military in 1963, so the family was at liberty to relocate on their
own. He left his employment at Schellinger Labs on UTEP’s campus and agreed to
support Craik in her endeavors the way she had supported him throughout his career in
the military. Even though Craik often grew frustrated with Jim, she firmly believed he
supported her, was proud of her, and loved her. In 1965, Mary, Jim, and Juliet Craik left
for Iowa, where Craik commenced studies towards a doctorate in Psychology with a
focus on Educational Psychology. Juliet was in high school. Stephen, a recent high school
graduate, stayed behind to attend school at UTEP, living in a residence hall.
By this time, Craik was forty-one years old. Certainly, most people undergo
changes from their childhood, to their young adult years, to the cusp of the middle-aged
years. Yet Craik’s experiences in the first four decades of what would be a long, eventful
life, indicated that a complete reinvention was underway. After her traumatic and abusive
childhood, Craik seemed desperate to secure a better life and to prove her worth. The
gendered roles, pageants, and contests brought her recognition, but they proved
unfulfilling. When she chose to focus more sharply on advancing her education and a
career, she encountered obstacles rather than the approval and positive attention she
sought. When she finally realized that these barriers resulted from gender discrimination,
she resolved to spend the rest of her life fighting against it. Her journey generally aligns
with the national women’s movement from the 1940s to the early 1960s. Other women
also sought individual fulfillment outside of their prescribed gender roles but faced
resistance. Now, these women began to mobilize to advance women’s causes.
This chapter introduces events that outline how Craik morphed into a feminist
activist whose drive, fighting spirit, and desire for recognition motivated her to effect
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change. Yet, this chapter reveals problems, too. Familial tensions that emerged
throughout this chapter followed her throughout the remainder of her life. Additionally,
evidence emerged in this segment that Craik’s need for approval and attention also
caused her to be selfish and self-centered. She made controversial decisions, such as
moving an hour away from her family so she could take a better job, based on her
personal needs and not with the best interests of others in mind. This flaw reappeared at
various points throughout her life, too.
Craik only lived in El Paso for seven years, but they proved momentous. The
Mary Craik who left Texas was different than the Mary Craik who had arrived there.
However, her reinvention was not yet complete. There were still significant, determining
events on the horizon that would further solidify Craik’s commitment to feminism, both
on professional and personal levels. She received less favorable treatment as a doctoral
student than male students, and her career ascension stalled because of her status as a
woman. Meanwhile, she continued to notice inequities within her own marriage. During
her time in Iowa, these factors began to mount. She may not have known how to combat
these issues yet, but she knew obtaining her Ph.D., even in adverse conditions, had to be
part of the plan.
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CHAPTER II
CRAIK AS CAMPUS ACTIVIST

After Craik’s epiphany in El Paso, she realized that throughout her life until that
point she had experienced discriminatory—sometimes even abusive—treatment based on
her status as a woman. Her new perspective propelled her to heighten her awareness
regarding gender discrimination, and to locate avenues through which she could foster
effective change. In this next phase of her life, Craik completed a doctorate and embarked
on a career in academia. The university system seemed to be where Craik could initiate
the most meaningful changes for girls and women, and this chapter highlights her
feminist activity on campus. However, her initiatives faced scrutiny and resistance from
some rather than openness and acceptance, which ultimately culminated in a significant
backlash from male colleagues. These challenges only strengthened her resolve and she
remained undeterred.
With a new outlook Craik relocated to Iowa City, Iowa, to enter the doctoral
program in Educational Psychology in 1965. She studied hard, and that remained her
primary focus for the three years she was enrolled in school. However, she identified
gender discrimination more easily now that she recognized it more clearly as a system.
This new awareness diverted at least some of her attention from studying.
With her new insight, Craik noticed incidents of gender discrimination almost
immediately, as male students, in her view, seemed to receive preferential treatment. For
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example, she has recalled that there was a lounge that other graduate students, all men, in
the Psychology Department occupied between classes. In this lounge students drank
coffee, discussed classes and ideas, and engaged in routine bonding. Typically, graduate
students undergoing rigorous studies find these types of venues to be essential, in terms
of both discussing coursework and general bonding with other student colleagues.
However, Craik remembered that she was not permitted into this lounge because she was
a woman; she had to venture outside and walk to a nearby coffee shop in order to get a
cup of coffee. Craik sensed the negative impact of this isolation, and it hurt her and made
her angry. In addition to feeling alone, going outside each day for a cup of coffee was not
insignificant in an Iowa winter. Eventually, she was allowed to enter to pour a cup of
coffee if she agreed to contribute money to the coffee fund. However, she could not stay
and socialize with the male students.
Craik also perceived discriminatory treatment from her advisor. According to her
recollections, the Psychology Department had been recently rocked by a scandal in which
a nationally known male professor developed a sexual relationship with a female student
and was fired for his actions. Craik sensed that her advisor became overly cautious about
developing any relationship at all with her, even a professional one, fearing that others
might assume a similar romantic relationship. Craik’s memory of this account is flawed,
however. There is evidence of a nationally renowned professor (Dr. Kenneth Spence)
marrying a former graduate student of his (Dr. Janet Taylor Spence) but they married ten
years after she completed her doctorate. Moreover, while he did leave the University of
Iowa shortly after his marriage and just prior to Craik’s arrival as a student, there is no
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evidence he was fired. If the incident Craik has recounted actually took place, no public
records of it appear to exist.
Despite the lack of evidence regarding the scandalous component of this
particular story, Craik certainly believed that her advisor gave preferential treatment to
his male students. This fact may have been true regardless of the Spences’ history, simply
based on sexism. She was only offered appointments with him when necessary, such as
for class scheduling. Craik did not receive the benefit of career guidance, even though the
advisor often met with his male students and advisees to offer career advice and
information about professional positions. She recalled feeling lonely and stifled under
these isolating conditions at the University of Iowa, but the situation also energized her
desire to effect change for women. Craik asserted, “I was the only woman that got this
fellowship … And, I kept my mouth shut for three years. It was the most sexist
environment … but … I was there to get that damn Ph.D.!”1
In addition to navigating these tricky issues at school, Craik also dealt with
difficult issues at home. Stephen, the Craiks’ middle child, who had remained in El Paso
to attend college at UTEP, had difficulties adjusting to college life and living on his own.
Stephen, admitted into the Honors Program, received a full scholarship to UTEP.
However, he lost his financial award by his sophomore year after failing his classes and
spiraling into academic probation. Craik remembered:
We made him come for one semester to Iowa and go to school there to
prove that he would get back in good graces. And he did that. And so, we
then said, ‘Okay, you can go back,’ because he wanted to be in El Paso.
‘You can go back to El Paso, and we will pay your tuition as long as you
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are doing okay. But you will have to get a job to take care of a place to
live and food.’ So, that’s what we did.2
When Stephen returned to UTEP, only Juliet, fifteen and in high school, remained
in the Craik home. Having only Juliet at home likely made it easier for Craik to focus on
her studies, particularly given that Juliet was, according to Craik, very quiet. Craik’s
preference for Juliet over her two sons was evident in her word choice, stories, and her
overall tone and demeanor whenever she spoke of her daughter. In various oral history
sessions, Craik repeatedly used the words “wonderful,” “sweet,” “loving,” and
“independent” to describe Juliet. She recalled a time in El Paso when she was learning
how to give IQ tests. “I practiced on my kids. And Juliet was the smartest person in the
whole family. And Stephen was ranked high, but Richard was average.”3 Perhaps the IQ
results were accurate. However, this remark seems to reveal Craik’s preferences
regarding her children, which, if they detected them, would have no doubt been hurtful to
the sons.
Jim also took up graduate studies in Iowa. When they lived in El Paso, he traveled
to Omaha on weekends for college classes, and completed a Bachelor’s Degree in six
months with assistance from the military. When the Craiks moved to Iowa, Jim pursued
his Master’s degree in Sociology. Perhaps Craik was able to better focus on her studies
since Jim was studying too.
Although Craik largely focused on her studies rather than involve herself with the
burgeoning women’s movement, the activity generated throughout the nation from 19651968, the three years she was at the University of Iowa, illustrates that Craik was far from
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alone in her desire for women’s equality. The second wave crashed ashore during this same
time. In 1965, the Supreme Court ruled that married couples have a right to use birth control
in the landmark case, Griswold v. Connecticut. In 1966, Betty Friedan organized the
National Organization for Women (NOW) because the EEOC continually ignored women’s
claims under the Civil Rights Act. NOW’s first major course of action was to petition the
EEOC to end sexual segregated job announcements, similar to the list of gendered job
openings Craik was instructed to create in her role at the Office of Institutional Research at
UTEP in the mid-1960s. Clearly, that practice was common and others shared her
frustrations. The following year, in 1967, President Johnson included women in the
affirmative action program to expand job opportunities. By 1968, as Craik graduated from
the University of Iowa, the Women’s Equity Action League (WEAL) emerged following a
schism within the NOW over reproductive rights. WEAL, a more conservative women’s
rights group, opposed abortion, and its founding members defected from NOW to establish
WEAL to focus on issues of employment, education, and economics. In other action, NOW
picketed outside The New York Times headquarters that year to protest their policy of gender
segregation in job announcements, consciousness-raising groups began to form, and
younger radical feminists protested the Miss America Pageant. While Craik may have been
physically separated from this rousing action, and it is unclear how closely she followed
these unfolding developments, her personal philosophy and ideology would have aligned
with these women. Though she lacked the support other women in urban centers enjoyed,
Craik shared an interest in improving conditions for women.
In Craik’s mind, finishing her Ph.D. remained critical to becoming a change
agent, so she powered through and completed her degree in the spring of 1968. She has
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recalled racing to complete her studies in three years before the financial support from
her fellowship lapsed. Craik was highly motivated by the looming financial deadline, but
she was just as driven to escape the sexist environment. Once she earned her degree, she
was positioned and eager to offer a much-needed women’s viewpoint in academia.
Newly armed with her doctorate, vocalizing this perspective became one of her main
goals. She remembered: “When I got that Ph.D. I came out of there fighting mad about
racism and sexism. I must have been obnoxious, in everybody’s face!”4
She was a confident woman and motivated to bring significant change to the
sexism she witnessed in general, and specifically in academia. Craik learned of an
opening at Saint Cloud State University (SCSU) in Saint Cloud, Minnesota, and applied.
As she recalls, SCSU was on the verge of losing university accreditation because the
school did not have enough instructors with doctoral degrees on campus: “[The
Minnesota] legislature set aside an extra amount of money for them to go out and hire
new Ph.D.s, and the Psych[ology] Department got five of those positions.” Craik added
that she proved a solid candidate for them to hire, stating, “I had had experience teaching
when I only had a Master’s Degree in El Paso, … and I was a damn good student!”5
Craik was hired in 1968, soon after graduating, and began teaching in the
Psychology Department in the fall quarter.6 In a stroke of luck, the SCSU Sociology
Department hired Jim the quarter after her. The two arrived in Saint Cloud without any
children as their youngest, Juliet, no longer lived at home. She had graduated from high
school a year prior to the Craiks’ move and ventured to Northern California, where,
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according to Craik, “She and her friend were the first two women hired as firefighters for
the National Park Service. So, that’s what Juliet did.”7
Although the date is not clear, Juliet eventually settled in Colorado, working for
the United States Forest Service in the extremely rural “Four Corners” region. She
purchased a home in a remote location with several acres of land where she could keep
several pets. She even owned horses as she particularly enjoyed horseback riding. Craik
often spoke of Juliet as quiet and reserved, a quality that she ascribed to Juliet’s
contentment and independence. “Juliet was opposite of me. She was happy to be by
herself. When it was her turn to be out in the fire tower to watch, they had three days they
were up there. And she loved being up there all alone. She was more internal and more
complete within herself than I was.”8
Craik always remained exceptionally proud of Juliet’s accomplishments and
personal life choices. “I don’t think she … called herself a feminist, but she was a strong,
independent woman who didn’t rely on anybody to take care of her. She was a
wonderful, sweet, loving daughter.”9 Although Juliet did not openly identify as a
feminist, she had always remained fiercely independent and, according to Craik, openly
stated that she never intended to marry or have children. She partnered with a man and
grew close to his two children from a previous relationship, but they ended their
relationship after several years together. In addition to remaining single and childless,
pursuing a career in a traditionally male dominated profession at least signaled that Juliet
bucked traditions and gendered expectations, even if she did not consider herself a

7

Craik interview, June 29, 2016.
Craik interview, Oct. 7, 2015.
9
Ibid.
8

100

feminist. Craik remained pleased by this fact, too. If it bothered Craik, an avid proponent
of women in education, that Juliet did not attend college, she never admitted it or let it
show.
Craik always asserted she and Juliet maintained a close relationship and never
reported any tension between the two. However, some who knew her years later reflected
upon their connection wondering if the two truly were as bonded as Craik professed,
particularly given Juliet’s reclusive nature. One longtime friend of Craik’s, Steven
Landham suggested, “She idealize[d] her relationship with her daughter … her daughter
didn’t have much to do with her, either. She stayed away.”10
Juliet moved away quickly after high school, and rarely accepted financial support
from her parents, although they did help her purchase a trailer. She rarely visited her
parents, nor did they frequently (if ever) travel to her home to see her. Craik once recalled
that, when she lived in Saint Cloud, she and Jim would occasionally meet Juliet at the
beach during the holidays. Some who knew Craik have questioned whether Juliet’s
departure at such a young age was intended to be a rejection of her parents, or that she
fled tensions at home.
However, at least one of Craik’s friends, Joyce Garner, had met Juliet once and
affirmed that she was simply as quiet as Craik indicated and that their relationship was
misunderstood. “They were bonded as a mother and daughter but not maybe the way
society normally thinks of, where you would be right there physically with her. Mary
knew everything important to know about her daughter and loved her dearly, and I can’t
help but to think it was exactly the same for her daughter. But they were both
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independent people.”11 Both Juliet and Jim died before this oral history project
commenced so their perspectives are not available. Few of Craik’s friends met Juliet and
none knew her well. Few of Craik’s friends met Jim, either. Therefore, insights available
from people who knew one or both of them are extremely limited. While some may
speculate regarding the bond between Juliet and her parents, nobody knows with
certainty the whole truth.
The Craiks’ relationship with Stephen dissolved around this time too, under
mysterious circumstances. This period should have been a high point in Craik’s life.
After all, she had finished a doctorate and earned an exciting new position. However, she
remained haunted for many years to come by one lingering occurrence that took place in
1968. Stephen had dropped out of school at UTEP and disappeared. He cut off all contact
with his parents, and other than a few clues in that period, the Craiks had no idea where
he might be. His mother sent him a package with a silk shirt she had made and a check
for fifty dollars. He cashed the check, but did not reply with a call or note of thanks. The
cashed check was the last bit of confirmation Craik had for decades in terms of his
whereabouts, or even if he was alive. One theory she had was that he went underground
to avoid fighting in the Vietnam War. Another theory she considered was that Stephen
was addicted to drugs or alcohol, and it is possible, according to Craik, that he was both
dodging the draft and suffering from addiction—although if she had evidence of drug
addiction, she never shared it in interviews. She knew he had registered for the draft, and
that somehow Stephen ended up in Honolulu. She recounted:
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I did everything I could to try to find him, even through the draft board.
Nobody would help. The FBI said if he was wanted they could look for
him, but he wasn’t wanted for anything so they couldn’t look. The
Honolulu police wouldn’t bother. I contacted his draft board, and they
said that’s private information. I still don’t know, but I think it’s a
combination of guilt, and drugs, and avoiding the draft.12
When the draft board refused to disclose Stephen’s address, Craik asked if they
would give a letter to him if she mailed it to the draft board. They agreed, so she sent a letter
to Stephen with a self-addressed, stamped envelope so that he could respond to her. She just
wanted to know he was safe. There was no reply to her letter. Craik must have endured
incredible, lingering pain as she worried whether she would ever see her son alive again.
Despite the confusion and sadness surrounding this situation, Craik focused on
her work. She was hired as an Assistant Professor to teach courses related to educational
psychology and, if needed, other psychology courses. In the 1970-1971 academic year,
she received an assignment to teach a statistics course. However, some of the men on the
faculty expressed concern about Craik’s teaching the course, and asked the then chair, Dr.
Frank Passini, to reassign it. Craik believed the men were insinuating that women could
not teach mathematics-based courses. Passini consulted Craik, who agreed to teach a
different course so that someone else could teach statistics. Ironically, Craik later used
her advanced statistics skills to combat discrimination in terms of salaries and percentage
of positions. For reasons that are unknown, she did not argue more forcefully against
Passini’s decision to reassign her to a different course at the time. Perhaps it was because
she was still somewhat new and did not feel confident confronting her supervisor. Or
perhaps she wanted to focus more specifically on developing organizations that
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advocated for women instead of focusing on her own constraints. Though she left this
incident alone for the time being, she did not forget it.
Despite this minor setback, Craik did more than stick to teaching her required
psychology courses. She began to formally and forcefully express her interest in
advancing women’s rights for women faculty, staff, and students. Craik spent the early
1970s zealously campaigning for women’s causes. Her passionate activity matched the
fervent commotion that raged concurrently throughout the United States. At neckbreaking speed, organizations and events bubbled to the surface.
In 1970, a massive women’s march in New York City drew over fifty thousand
women participants. In the same year, women protested gender discrimination at
Newsweek with a lawsuit and a sit-in. Additionally, WEAL made headlines when, on
behalf of Bernice Sandler, a professor at the University of Maryland, it filed a class
action suit against more than one hundred colleges and universities.13
By 1972, Congress had passed several acts addressing gender inequities: Title IX,
the Equal Employment Opportunity Act, and the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA). Work
towards ratification of that amendment continued throughout the 1970s. Roe v. Wade
established a woman’s right to abortion in 1973, and in 1974, the Equal Credit
Opportunity Act passed, which made it possible for married women to receive loans and
credit cards in their own names. In these years, women united in organizations such as
the National Abortion Rights Action League, the National Domestic Workers Union, the
Comisión Feminil Mexicana, the Mexican American Women’s Association, the National
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Black Feminist Organization, and the Coalition of Labor Union Women. Publications and
popular media focused on the women’s movement as well, with the development of
magazines such as Ms., and books such as Kate Millet’s Sexual Politics and Our Bodies,
Ourselves: A Book by and for Women. Women advocated for issues ranging from rape
and domestic violence to welfare, wages, and childcare.
Although far away from these thriving centers of action—she lived over an hour
away from Minneapolis, the closest urban center—Craik attacked with a similar blitz on
campus and in her local community. She initiated several campus groups and
organizations in the upcoming years to promote equality for women. She recalled:
Because I had held all that in for three years [at the University of Iowa],
when I got to Saint Cloud, I really burst upon the scene. Challenging
anybody. I must have been obnoxious at times. I like to think that I was
always sweet, and fair, and reasonable, but I challenged. And I think I
probably was most of the time, but I remember a couple of times when I
might have been [obnoxious].14
Her SCSU colleague, Julie Andrzejewski, twenty years younger than Craik, did
not remember Craik as obnoxious. “She was such a fabulous mentor because I was an
angry, young feminist. I was really pissed off, and she was … angry, but she was
experienced and she was able to control her anger and be in these meetings where she
always sounded so reasonable and backed everything up with data,” Andrzejewski
recalled years later in an interview.15
Andrzejewski and Craik became instant friends when they first met: “In 1970, I
was the only feminist at Saint Cloud State and I was a faculty advisor for a student group
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who called themselves the Women’s Equality Group. And in 1972, I was meeting with
them and Julie showed up and then there were two feminists on campus!”16 Craik
delighted in finding a likeminded comrade with whom she could share ideas after two
years of feeling like a loner on campus. Until she met Andrzejewski, Craik had not
developed friendships of consequence since she had left Louisville as a young woman.
After that first meeting, the two women worked on several feminist-based projects
together throughout the years at SCSU, and they remained friends thereafter.
In addition to the Women’s Equality Group, in 1972 Craik also founded the Women’s
Progress Council (WPC) on SCSU’s campus, with the goals of equal pay, equal opportunities,
and equal treatment for women. The Council’s founding resulted from a resolution passed in
1972 by the Minnesota Committee W branch of the American Association of University
Professors (AAUP) that encouraged state universities to form such a group on their campuses.
Craik joined the Minnesota Committee W, and thought a WPC on the SCSU campus would,
importantly, benefit men and women. In an article from The College Chronicle, SCSU’s
newspaper, titled, “Womens [sic] Progress Council Seeks equality” found in the Craik
scrapbook, Craik again emphasized that men were welcome, and the article even includes
comments by a male member of the committee, Roger Dahlin. Andrzejewski was also
interviewed for the article, stating, “Men are also victims of [sexual role stereotypes], and
we’d like to get rid of all sexual stereotypes.” Into her nineties, Craik still maintained the
deeply held conviction that women’s equality improves conditions for men as well.17
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Although the Minnesota Committee W focused only on female faculty members,
the WPC at SCSU included female staff members, whose concerns sometimes differed
from the faculty’s. Craik and some of her colleagues believed the WPC necessary after
problems surfaced in the areas of female representation in governance, administrative
positions, and committees, including the planning and budgetary committee, which
wielded power.
In addition to the WPC, Craik developed a Psychology of Women course and
taught it for the first time in the spring quarter in 1972. As this class became the first one
to focus on women, it effectively pioneered Women’s Studies on the SCSU campus. The
Craik scrapbook contains a February 1972 article from The College Chronicle titled,
“New course will research myths and facts,” which describes the course. The article
explains, “The [course is] first formal attempt to separate the myths from the facts about
women in a classroom environment.” Craik, interviewed for the article, added “[It is a]
survey of psychological theory, research, history, and current issues important to women
in American society with an emphasis on mythical and real differences between men and
women.”18
This article offers insights about Craik’s class but also about her as a person. At
one point, Craik pointedly stated, “I’m brash enough to say that I’ve got a contribution to
make to students, to the community as well, maybe even some faculty.” The choice of the
word “brash” to describe oneself is notable. Some would not consider the word
complimentary, yet Craik seemingly used the word with pride. It seems she considered
this approach as a way to present herself as strong, assertive, and confident, and to do so
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with some sense of irony. Craik’s mention of “the faculty” is additionally notable, as it
suggests that she believed she had already been subject to or witnessed discrimination, or
at least behaviors diminishing to women by this point. Craik openly called attention to
the fact that, in her opinion, some members of the faculty—her own colleagues—needed
to be educated on the differences between gender myths and facts. Certainly, some on the
SCSU faculty did not appreciate this assessment.
Another segment of the article seemed to confirm Craik’s brashness, too. Her then
chair, Dr. Jack Knutson, was described as supportive of her class and the women’s rights
movement in general. He offered that he saw the class as “only a beginning.” Further, in
reference to women, he said, “Society has thrown away or misused a lot of talent in this
world.” Craik, who no doubt appreciated this support, stated in the article, “Maybe he has
a frustrated wife, too.” That was certainly possible, and it was also possible that Craik
had a close enough personal relationship with Dr. Knutson and/or his wife to have made
that comment. However, without additional context, many might have considered it bold,
and too personal or critical of a statement to make in reference to one’s boss’s wife,
especially in a public newspaper. This article likely got the attention of many Craik’s
male colleagues, particularly in the Psychology Department and it seems her “brashness”
likely caused them to feel threatened.
One other interesting point about the article is that the author felt compelled to
interview Jim Craik for it. Craik, looking through the scrapbook years later, practically
rolled her eyes at the memory. “[The newspaper] interviewed me and then they
interviewed Jim to see what he thought about what I was doing,” she revealed.19 Jim’s
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commentary in the article is missing from the scrapbook, but his photograph is included,
giving credence to her memories. Craik may have been slightly amused, but she certainly
found it annoying, too, that her spouse was interviewed about her endeavors, especially in
regards to women’s empowerment. It likely reminded her of the articles in Savannah,
Georgia, that identified her as Mrs. James Craik.
Jim supported the new course, but not all faculty members shared his eagerness.
Craik recalled, “I was sure that if I had to go through the usual curricular process to get it
approved as a course, I would have never made it. Because, just the prevalent sexism on
campus and the committees and the whole process.”20
Craik admitted she “lucked out” in getting permission for the new course. She
recalled that in 1972, SCSU encouraged the development of new, experimental courses.
Due to this institutional mission, a professor with an idea for an experimental course
could avoid the typical curricular process if he or she had a syllabus and support from the
chair of the department. She recalled, “[T]he chair that we had at that time had a feminist
wife and he was supportive. So I didn’t have to go through that process so it was all
affirmed as an experimental course… I didn’t get subjected to all of the committee
problems that we had.”21
Craik’s new course proved successful. She fondly remembered:
I had a ball! … I had children, or wives of faculty members who took my
class. … I had a night class, and the wife of the Dean of the Liberal Arts
was in the class, and the next day when I saw him, he stopped me and he
said, ‘What did you do to my wife last night? She came home from that
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class and we were up to three o’clock talking.’ And I had another [male
colleague], I had his wife and his son in my class!22
Another college newspaper article titled, “New psychology course set for study of
women,” dated October 1972, discusses the course’s popularity. Written eight months
after the initial article, it stated, “When the class was originated last spring, there were so
many students interested that Ms. Craik started another section.”23 Notably, even though
Craik received a gender neutral title, she was not addressed as “Dr.” in the article, which
might indicate a slight to her gender. The article noted that seven students returned from
the previous semester to “assist in the discussion groups,” and that discussion comprised
the majority of the class. Craik introduced controversial topics such as abortion, not yet
legal in the first year she taught the class. When interviewed for the article, she shared,
“This is the first time I’ve had a class that frequently stays after class to discuss an issue,”
an additional indication of the success of the class.
Interestingly, the tone of this article contrasted with the previous one. Craik
exchanged words like “brash” and “frustrated” for “fun,” and “having a ball.” She
described her methods as techniques designed to “encourage” and be “open.” As a result,
she appeared more approachable and personable than in the first article. This change was
perhaps merely a difference in writing style between two different authors. Or Craik may
have been more relaxed by the time she had been offering the course for a while. The
most likely explanation for the change is that in the first article, she felt defensive and her
more acerbic stance was a reaction to feeling as if she had to justify the existence of the
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newly developed course. Once the course launched and she received positive feedback,
she may have felt more liberated and calmer, a change in demeanor that was reflected in
her second interview. As a result of her relaxed state, she developed a savvier strategy
and more effectively explained the value of Women’s Studies. Certainly, both sides of
Craik were on display in the two articles: the assertive side that she lampooned as
obnoxious, and the more reasonable side described by Andrzejewski.
Faculty members, mostly women, who developed Women’s Studies courses or
programs throughout the nation were subjected to scrutiny over the subject matter.
Scholar Marilyn Boxer has argued that Women’s Studies have been a frequent target of
attacks and criticism, from both within and outside the academy since courses first
appeared.24 Additionally, in her book The Politics of Women’s Studies, Florence Howe
compiled stories from thirty women who pioneered Women’s Studies programs in the
1960s-1970s. Several women reveal the ridicule and harassment they received from
administrators and male colleagues. Nancy Toppin Bazin shares stories from Rutgers
University where she was first hired in 1970 to teach English. She amended her courses
to include more women writers, and worked with other women faculty on campus to
develop a Women’s Studies program. Her male colleagues discouraged students from
taking her courses (they filled anyway), subjected her to sexual jokes, isolated her, and
called her work in feminist literature as a “passing fad.” An administrator explained at a
meeting that the requirement for tenure was to publish a book. Yet, because her
colleagues did not value feminist literary criticism, she was denied tenure, despite a
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publishing record that included a book, two articles, and several chapters of a second
book.25
In the many oral histories conducted with Craik over the years, she consistently
projected an air of nostalgia and pride when asked about her Psychology of Women
course. She considered the course to be one of her greatest accomplishments as many
students, male and female, professed a change in their attitudes and new awareness of
women’s issues after taking it. She achieved her goal. She reflected, “[I]t was the most
fun teaching I have ever had in my whole life … I had many, many students come to me
and tell me, ‘This course changed my life,’ which is so satisfying as a teacher.”26 She also
asserted a victorious “I-told-you-so” demeanor, remembering how the popularity of the
course silenced those who were not supportive of it:
[M]y basic philosophy was that, in order to change, not only did we have
to change women, we had to change men. And so … after the article in
the paper, it was obvious that there were lots and lots of students that were
interested. So I set the course up so that they could not register without
my permission. I had it set up so 50 percent of the class would be men,
and 50 percent would be women. And therefore, they had to come to me
to preregister. And I had hundreds of people who wanted to get in.27
Because of the high demand, Craik added a second section on a voluntary basis,
without extra pay, workload credit, or release time. The enthusiasm for the course
continued throughout the years. She noted:
[U]ntil I retired in [19]83, I still had a backload of students who wanted in the
class, and what I did is if, if they had tried three times to get into the class and
couldn’t get in, then I took them as an overload. So, that’s one of the things
that made other people come along, as full-time equivalents—that’s the name
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of the game. Even if the department doesn’t like it, they find if they offer a
course related to women’s issues they get a lot of students in them.28
Craik provided anecdotal evidence, too, that indicates this course helped her
achieve her goal of effecting change in attitudes in both men and women. Craik recalled
one couple who married after meeting in her class: “[S]he did not change her name. She
eventually became a medical doctor, and he was a potter. But they agreed ahead of time
that if they had any children, if it was a girl, it would have her last name. And if it was a
boy it would have his last name. And they had a girl and a boy!”29
In another wedding-related anecdote, a student from her class influenced a
Catholic priest to re-think his own attitudes in regards to traditional vows and marriage.
Craik recounted:
One of the women in the class was getting married with a Catholic priest
and she wanted to write their own vows, and did. And she asked him to
please not pronounce ‘Man and wife,’ but to pronounce them ‘Husband
and wife.’ He said to her, ‘These are only words. The words don’t make
any difference.’ And then he thought about it, and he actually contacted
me, and he said, ‘I thought about what I just said and when I told her these
are only words, they don’t mean anything. I realized that they do mean
something.’ He changed the way he did marriages from then on.30
However, this same student could not influence all those in her circle to
reconsider their attitudes. Craik recalled that at the same wedding, the father of the bride
refused to shake her [Craik’s] hand in the receiving line and stated, “You’ve caused all
kinds of trouble in my family!”31 The student explained that she had three sisters, and that
they, along with their mother, had read and discussed the books Craik used in her class,

28

Ibid.
Ibid
30
Ibid.
31
Ibid.
29

113

and had become more aware of gender inequities. The student allegedly also asked Craik
for sympathy for her father, who was now beset by challenges from five women.
Craik has attributed the course’s success, in large part, to her methodology. She
emphasized course discussions among students rather than lectures. The discussions
usually remained civil, though disagreements sometimes erupted. Craik also used movies,
slide shows, and invited guest speakers. She remembered feeling as if the students taught
each other more than she taught them due to the discourse among them.
While Craik felt the course was successful, both in terms of enrollment and its
effect on challenging gender myths, she lamented that its male enrollment eventually
dwindled. She estimated that the numbers of male students decreased over time from 50
percent of the class to 10 percent, although she did not specify which years or the number
of years over which this decline occurred. When asked why male enrollment slowed, she
reflected, “I think more and more of them were just too sexist and word of mouth works
with students. And I think gradually, the men couldn’t let go of their sexism. I think
that’s what it was. [W]e still had about 10 percent in the classes, but all the time that I
was there, we never had a single man who signed up for the minor in Women’s
Studies.”32 Her assessment may be correct, though it is also noteworthy that the
enrollment decline aligns with the growing anti-feminist discourse in the larger culture.
Monumental feminist activities and organizations continued to develop in the
mid-to-late 1970s. For example, the First National Women’s Conference united tens of
thousands of women in Houston in 1977. Organizations still formed, such as the National
Alliance of Black Feminists and the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence. Yet,
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despite the continuation of forward moving progress, women’s groups met more
resistance in the latter half of the decade. The National Right to Life, the Conservative
Caucus, and the National Conservative Political Action Committee introduced political
lobbying to oppose women’s issues such as abortion and federally funded child-care.
Individuals such as Jerry Falwell, Anita Bryant, and Phyllis Schlafly successfully
interlocked conservative politics and religion to obstruct progress for women.
Ratification of the ERA appeared more doubtful as the 1979 deadline for its adoption had
to be extended by Congress to 1982. Opposition to the women’s movement had become
more persuasive and potent in these years, and would only grow more virulent as these
forces accumulated victories.
Renowned feminist journalist Susan Faludi has documented this trend in her
groundbreaking book, Backlash. According to Faludi, “The most recent round of
backlash first surfaced in the late ‘70s on the fringes, among the evangelical right. … By
the mid-’80s, as resistance to women’s rights acquired political and social acceptability, it
passed into the popular culture.”33 Perhaps this backlash manifested itself at SCSU as a
male enrollment drop in Women’s Studies courses. Craik was concerned about this
decrease as she hoped to persuade men that they too benefitted from women’s equality.
Craik continued throughout her life to believe that despite the lower numbers, she did
change many men’s opinions and thoughts regarding the prevalence of sexism in society,
or at least raised their awareness.
Although male enrollment declined, Craik delighted in attracting more AfricanAmerican women—who represented a tiny proportion of SCSU students— to the course
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through the years. She struggled at first in that regard, but then made a connection when
one young woman was forced to enroll in the class because it was the only one that
would fit into her schedule. Craik recalled that after this young woman took the class, she
told her friends that Craik “could be trusted,” and more African-American women
enrolled. Craik explained why African-American female students trusted her: “I was
supportive of their positions. I was sympathetic to how isolated [they were] and what a
terrible social life they had. They had each other and their classes and that was it. It was
when one went back and said, ‘She’s okay,’ that then the other Black women in the class
signed up as well.”34 Craik perceived the African-American women on campus as a
small, isolated group who found a sense of acceptance and comfort in her class. With
only Craik’s account, it is impossible to ascertain African-American enrollment numbers
or if her perception of these African-American students was accurate. However, her
colleague Pat Samuel, hired in 1981as the Director of the Women’s Studies Program,
also remembered that SCSU was not particularly welcoming to African Americans on
campus. Samuels shared a story about a group of African-American students and faculty
who organized a public boycott campaign in which they told other African-American
students not to enroll in SCSU because it was so bad for them. She also noted that the
local community was often referred to as “White Cloud,” rather than Saint Cloud by
some locals and people on campus.35 While this information does not verify Craik’s
conceptions about her class specifically, it adds credence to her perception of the climate
for African-American students.
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Just as the national women’s movement encountered opposition, Craik and the
work generated from her class faced resistance from some. She gained notoriety on
campus when she penned a guest essay in 1974 for the campus newspaper with the
attention-grabbing title, “SCS instructors display sexism in classes.” The essay included
the compiled results of one of her class assignments requiring students to identify and
document sexist comments they heard from instructors in other classes. She listed
twenty-five statements that demonstrated ways in which sexism still pervaded the SCSU
campus. Some of the comments included, “The instructor told a joke about a woman
teacher with a broad ass,” and “In our culture, aggressive, outgoing behavior is as normal
in the male as nonassertive behavior is in the female.” One student noted, “The instructor
asked one man to come to the front of the class and then asked him if there were any ugly
girls in the room and good-looking girls in the room. They then compared notes.”
Another added, “The instructor said there are going to be more women in administration
in the future because of their power groups and there was an immediate hostile reaction
from the men students.”36
Craik asserted that the article was the students’ idea, and that she warned, “What
we want to do is make sure there is not anything in the comment that would identify a
teacher or a class. ‘Cause I don’t want this to be like a witch hunt. It’s supposed to be an
educational process. And, so … I worked with them, and the students put together a
[S]CSU display, ‘Sexism and Classes.’”37 Despite Craik’s best intentions to simply draw
attention to these inequalities to foster change—and perhaps she did to a degree—she
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also aggravated and alienated many of her male colleagues who did not appreciate their
words being shared in a negative light in the campus newspaper. She remembered, “I had
three of my male friends come to me and say, ‘How could you do that to me, Mary.’ So,
there [was] more than one who admitted to me that they had said the same kind of
things.”38
In general, Craik’s classes consistently remained fully enrolled. They seem to
have effected change, and the success of her new course indicated that she remained a
respected professor, at least from the students’ point of view. In fact, graduating seniors
selected Craik to be one of two featured speakers at the fall commencement exercises in
December of 1972. Craik used her speech as a platform to disseminate her thoughts on
women’s equality to the campus community at-large, predicting glumly, “[Women’s]
interests and achievements likely will become secondary to those of their husbands.” She
also outlined challenges the young women would face as they entered the workplace,
such as salary and more menial responsibilities. In the home, there would be an
assumption that they would be responsible for domestic duties if they married. While
outlining these issues, Craik again emphasized, “Women’s equality involves the
liberation of both men and women,” a point she always highlighted thereafter.39
Craik extended her actions beyond the campus community whenever possible.
She shared one anecdote about a time she had applied for a credit card with a local
department store named Dayton’s. Initially, the store refused to provide a card to her
unless she added Jim to the account. Adamant, Craik argued with the store, highlighting
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her independently earned income. The store finally relented, but Craik was partly
disgruntled and partly amused to read her name as Mz. Mary Craik rather than Ms. Craik
or Dr. Craik when she received her credit card. She always saved the card in a little frame
that she displayed.
Although the exact date of this incident is unknown, it likely coincided with the
passage of the Equal Credit Opportunity Act in 1974. Prior to the passage of this new
regulation, women were often labeled as “poor risks” by banks. Financial institutions
feared that single women might marry, and if already married they might become
pregnant, at which point they would quit working. As such, the credit industry typically
did not even consider women’s incomes on applications for loans and credit cards.
Organizations such as NOW, WEAL, Parents without Partners, and the American Civil
Liberties Union researched the issue and galvanized to pressure Congress to take action.
The passage of the act in 1974 not only provided financial independence to women in the
form of loans, credit cards, and mortgages, it also led to the development of feminist
banks and credit unions.40
Craik recalled another off-campus incident when she and Andrzejewski accepted
an invitation to speak on a conservative talk show for a local radio station. “We’d agreed
to do it. It was a two-hour show, and we decided that if the host was mean or nasty to us
we were going to get up and walk out. We had a lot of bad, negative people call in about
women’s issues, but he was very nice. And we did two hours of the talk show then,” she
says.41 That the pair received negative calls is not surprising considering the relative
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conservatism of the Saint Cloud region. Incidentally, Craik planned the same tactic she
had employed in El Paso when her husband’s band left a party, leaving the event without
entertainment. This instinct reflects a larger personality tendency of intentionally
alienating people whom she perceived as having wronged her.
Without a doubt, Craik established herself, on campus and locally, as a feminist
activist. She continued joining organizations, including a local chapter of WEAL. Craik
eventually became President of the Minnesota chapter of WEAL. The exact year she
became president is unclear, but an article dated in 1973 refers to her as “co-chairperson”
for the chapter. The article, titled, “Future of affirmative action program unsure”
illustrated Craik’s willingness to take on the SCSU administration over gender inequities.
Tellingly, a teaser above the headline announced, “WEAL, Administrators disagree.” At
issue was the SCSU affirmative action plan, scrutinized by the Federal Wage and Hour
Division of the Department of Labor. When WEAL representatives called attention to the
Department of Labor’s questions and asked the university to hold off on initiating a
potentially problematic plan, the Vice-President for Academic Affairs, Dr. John
Tomlinson, insisted the plan would move forward because there had been no final word
from the Department of Labor. University president Dr. Charles Graham supported this
action.
Craik offered her concerns with the plan, citing a section that read: “Equality will
be achieved if each woman’s salary will be raised to that of the lowest paid male’s
salary.” Ellen Dresselhuis, a lawyer and past president of WEAL who encouraged the
women to consult outside advisors from the Wage and Hour Division, substantiated
Craik’s concern. According to Dresselhuis, if the administration moved forward and
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settled the plan, all decisions on affirmative action and salaries would be finalized
without input from faculty women. Dresselhuis urged the women to resist the plan until
they and SCSU administrators had consulted external advisors. Craik added that the
Wage and Hour Division had assured her that their standards for salary adjustments
exceeded the SCSU standards concerning women’s salaries.42 Though the outcome of
this debate remains unclear (there are no other surviving publications on the matter and
Craik did not recall it years later), it is evident from this article that she willingly
contested the administration and that she accepted the mantle of leadership, especially in
regards to women’s causes.
Craik, now President of WEAL, represented the organization in other contentious
debates. One incident concerning the local school board’s affirmative action plan, is
documented in two articles in the local newspaper, the St. Cloud Daily Times. One, from
December 1975, is titled, “Affirmative action policy attacked from both sides.” The
second headline, from February 1976, reads, “School board passes sex education plan.”
Craik joined with representatives of the American Association of University Women
(AAUW) and the Saint Cloud Education Association (SCEA). She agreed with the
proposed affirmative action plan in terms of its attention to women, but she expressed
concern that the proposal did not sufficiently include minorities in its recruitment plan.
She prevailed, applauding the addition of a new, broader phrase to the affirmative action
plan that included “underutilized protected classes.”43
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Craik also organized events and speakers for the local WEAL chapter. An SCSU
faculty newsletter outlined some of the events slated for a WEAL Fall Conference in
1975, a landmark year for feminists. One planned session featured a discussion of the
“World Plan of Action,” which had been recently adopted by the United Nations
Conference on International Women’s Year in Mexico City. Additional sessions
included, “What Socialism Does and Does Not Do for Women,” “History of the Black
Movement and Black Feminist Movement,” a discussion concerning sexual assault and
violence, and the showing of feminist films. More than fifty people attended this free
event, which was also open to non-members.44
Craik’s work towards achieving equality for women did not end there.
Independently of her role as President of WEAL, she rigorously studied university data
and used her sharp statistical skills to analyze salary discrepancies. Andrzejewski recalled
that Craik routinely challenged university administrators to address gendered salary
differentials: “[She was] excellent in research methodology and statistics. And so she
would analyze women’s salaries. This was something that she did almost every year and
then she would send her information to the administration.”45 At times supportive
administrators listened to Craik and adjusted salaries. However, Andrzejewski
remembered at least one occasion wherein a new administration was less sympathetic to
Craik and was less open to receiving her data, no matter how well documented. “After
that [supportive] person, we just got a series of administrators in there who were really
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pretty darn terrible and they then just resisted everything and made fun of Mary,”
Andrzejewski shared.46
Craik, not afraid to venture beyond the parameters of SCSU, even challenged the
Minnesota State College Board officials, using her skills in statistical analysis. A 1976
article from the St. Cloud Daily Times, titled, “Article on percentage of faculty women in
error,” describes how she questioned the Board when their newsletter falsely stated that
women account for 38 percent of faculty members at state institutions of higher
education. Craik found the correct number to be 23 percent. Charles Breese, the college
system’s affirmative action director, issued a correction in the next issue of the
newsletter, admitting the accuracy of Craik’s data. The article demonstrates that Craik
remained troubled by a lack of transparency from the Board: “[Breese] refused to
disclose how he had determined the percentage until he received a letter from WEAL
member and St. Cloud State professor Julie Andrzejewski in June requesting Breese to
explain the error.”47 Breese finally admitted that he had erroneously arrived at the 38
percent figure by combining women faculty, staff, and administrative positions at all state
institutions. When interviewed for the article, Craik said, “WEAL’s concern about
publication of the erroneous statistic is that the newsletter is widely circulated to the
colleges, members of the State College Board, and to the news media and might influence
college board policy on recruiting women for faculty and administrative positions and
mislead the public on the progress the college system has made in hiring women through
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the affirmative action program which Breese coordinates.”48 Breese and other members
of the Board stated that they did not expect the error to impact the affirmative action
program as the percentages for individual campuses remained accurate in the report.
Despite upsetting some on campus and beyond, Craik believed in the importance
of her work, and she persisted. Around the same time she pioneered the Women in
Psychology course, additional courses focusing on women and women’s issues developed
in other departments on campus, too. Women in Literature and Women in History were
two such courses, and they, too, proved popular among students. With the development
and success of these courses, Craik proposed the initiation of a Women’s Studies (WS)
Program at SCSU in 1974. The program, founded two years after she first created the
Psychology of Women course, offered an interdisciplinary minor in Women’s Studies.
The development of the SCSU WS program aligns with the development of other
such programs on campuses around the nation. The inception of the first WS program at
San Diego State College (now San Diego State University) in 1969 marked the beginning
of this national movement.49 The total of programs had grown to 150 by 1975, a mere six
years later.50 By 1978, less than a decade after the first program at San Diego State
College, the Dissertations Abstracts International included “Women’s Studies” as an
indexing category.51
Many scholars link the development of Women’s Studies programs to activism
and social movements that evolved during the 1960s; these programs were the academic
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arm of second-wave feminism. For many female professors and students, knowledge was
“seen as socially constructed and interpreted.”52 If knowledge was power, and knowledge
was distributed only by men and only about men, it would never be possible for women
to obtain power. Without power, especially over their own opportunities, women could
never be truly equal. Therefore, one goal of Women’s Studies programs included
challenging both the structure and the curriculum of academia. Feminists advocated for
knowledge to be equally dispersed by, for, and about women through these programs,
where students dissected gender discrepancies in various disciplines and in the wider
society, and developed tools to address them. Marilyn J. Boxer, a noted historian in the
field of Women’s Studies, has written, “The use of radical rhetoric such as ‘breaking the
disciplines’ and the suggestion of such fanciful ideas such as ‘Compassion 101a’ are
consistent with the far-reaching aspirations of Women’s Studies’ initial call for
transformation not just of courses and curricula but also of institutions and societies.”53
In addition to challenging the curriculum by more fully incorporating women into
it, these academic activists altered the curriculum in another way. With a nod to its roots
in activism and social justice, early Women’s Studies courses as a field modified
traditional education by adding, according to Boxer, “[C]are, concern, and connection’ to
the curriculum … without subtracting reason and inquiry.”54 Students linked the
classroom to their private lives, occasionally in a hands-on fashion. Women’s Studies
students and professors often incorporated volunteer work into classes. In this regard,
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students often assisted at rape crisis centers, domestic violence shelters, women’s health
clinics (including reproductive health), and political campaigns. This activist bent
remains evident in these programs today.
These emerging Women’s Studies programs and courses proved successful
despite challenges waged against them from outside and within institutions. The early
programs received little to no administrative support, as in the case of Craik and other
faculty at SCSU who volunteered their time to serve as directors of the program to ensure
its survival. Many opponents imagined the courses contained simple content devoid of
academic rigor, and feminist faculty faced ridicule. An article in Newsweek in 1970 raises
some of the frequent criticisms Women’s Studies courses faced, including whether they
aligned too closely with activism and political ideology, whether they indoctrinated
“male-bashing,” and whether they had potential for longevity or would dwindle like a
trendy, passing fad. The questions raised in the Newsweek article seemed to match the
thoughts some critics shared on the SCSU campus.
Craik became the director of the SCSU Women’s Studies Program in 1974, two
years after she had created the first Women’s Studies course. Like many other feminist
academics across the United States in this era, she served as director of the program
without any release time or additional stipend for doing so. Sue Ellen Jacobs, one of the
founders of the Women’s Studies Program at Sacramento State College in 1970, shares a
similar story, writing, “[W]e began one of the first academic Women’s Studies programs
… with a nominal head of the program.”55 Nancy Topping Bazin, who initiated a Women’s
Studies Program at Rutgers University states, “Without an official appointment, without
55
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released time, without a budget, and without an office … I was “coordinating” the Rutgers
College Women’s Studies Program.”56 Donna J. Wood, who has studied the organizational
structure of early Women’s Studies programs, highlights that the financial investment in
them was minimal or nonexistent. She writes, “[Women’s Studies] programs have not
required substantial sums of money to become established. Instead, their founders for the
most part begged and borrowed secretarial services, duplicating, and faculty teaching time
from existing budget lines. They did not set up expensive offices, buy equipment, or bring
in outsiders to administrate or teach.”57 Craik remained convinced that if the program
flourished, it would do so because women faculty and staff wanted to make it happen; they
would have to volunteer their time and energy. Craik recalled that there was “no point in
asking” for release time or an increase in pay because Women’s Studies faculty supporters
knew it would not happen. As such, many of the faculty rotated the role of the director on a
two-year basis, and, as Craik scoffed, “It came out of their hide.”58 By the time Craik
became director, eleven departments offered courses as options for the minor. An
introductory course in Women’s Studies and a Senior Seminar augmented the curriculum.
Years later, in 1981, Craik and other faculty members of the Women’s Studies Program
received permission to hire a director. They hired Pat Samuel, who received one course
release for her director duties. She was the first to be granted this privilege.
While Craik served as director, she worked to add course options to the
curriculum. Craik fondly reminisced about one course that was added in an unusual way.
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She received a call from a group of “really radical nuns” who had left a convent and lived
independently. These nuns began teaching a course titled “Women in Religion” in the
Saint Cloud community. They hoped Craik would add this course to the curriculum to
reach more people. Craik described their meeting:
I went to Catholic school from first through eighth grade, and so I still had
that picture of what nuns are in my head. And my very first reaction was,
‘Oh, no! I can’t do this.’ And then I said to myself, ‘You go into that
classroom every day teaching the students not to stereotype, and that’s
what you’re doing.’ [S]o I made an appointment with the two nuns to
come in. And they came into the office wearing buttons about this big that
said, ‘If you’re not going to ordain this, don’t baptize this.59
She recalled laughing at those buttons, then bonding with the two nuns. She added
the “Women in Religion” course as an option in the Women’s Studies minor. Craik
laughingly shared, “If I had said what they were saying in class in a Catholic community
I’d have been tarred and feathered and run out of town!”60
Craik also promoted academic research activity for women in a national
organization, the American Educational Research Association (AERA). In 1974, she
attended the AERA national annual conference, and like other women attendees, she
grew frustrated at the lack of women panelists in many of the sessions. According to
Craik, “The view in that organization was that women teach and men do the research.”
Many women in attendance decided to organize and create what the AERA referred to as
a Special Interest Group (SIG) which focused on providing women members with greater
opportunities to present at the annual meetings. Craik recalled meeting resistance when
the women first organized to establish the SIG: “We put up signs about having a meeting,
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and they would be torn down. So we put up signs on the back side of the doors in the
toilets and we got a Special Interest Group so that women could present research at the
Annual Meetings.”61 Craik coordinated the newsletter for Women Educators, the title of
the new SIG, which included members from around the nation. Although we only have
Craik’s word that she participated in this initial meeting of the minds at the AERA, the
group’s website states that the Women Educators SIG began in 1974, and one of the
goals of the group continues to be “[T]o provide a mechanism for promoting equality of
opportunity at all levels for women in AERA and generally in the field of educational
research.”62 Additionally, a pamphlet Craik created for the WE when she served as the
coordinator of its newsletter is included in the Craik scrapbook.63
During this time period, as Craik’s activity regarding women’s issues flourished,
she also remained committed in other areas of professional development. For example,
she and Jim taught courses abroad in Denmark through a program sponsored by SCSU.
Additionally, Craik continued her involvement in the professional field of psychology,
and Governor Wendell R. Anderson appointed her to the Minnesota Board of Psychology
in 1974.
This appointment indicates that Craik had respect from peers and some impact
beyond SCSU. However, she faced personal ridicule from some male members of the
SCSU faculty. This mockery likely found its roots in sexism, but Craik’s advocacy
regarding women’s issues probably increased the severity and frequency of the derision.
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Susan Faludi, in outlining the backlash to feminism, describes the motivation behind
these types of reactions from men in Backlash: “These outbreaks are backlashes because
they have always arisen in reaction to women’s ‘progress,’ caused not simply by a
bedrock of misogyny but by the specific efforts of contemporary women to improve their
status, efforts that have been interpreted time and again by men … as spelling their own
masculine doom.”64
Craik tolerated an onslaught of jokes and innuendo that were either sexual in
nature or derogatory in regards to her gender. For example, she recalled a meeting for the
American Association of University Professors (AAUP) wherein the main topic on the
agenda was increasing membership in the local chapter. The members decided that each
person would recruit one new member. One member, Dr. Charles Boltuck, ‘joked,’
“[Because] Mary has special equipment that none of the rest of you have she should be
required to get at least one and a half new members.”65 Boltuck taught in the Psychology
Department with Craik, and these quips persisted in departmental meetings as well.
Another time she worked with Dr. Robert Wick, a former president of the university, on a
committee charged with writing a constitution for SCSU. When Craik advocated for
gender-neutral language in the document, he wisecracked, “Well, Mary, I guess the next
thing you want us to do is to change the name of Boise, Idaho, to Girlsie, Idaho.” Craik
recapped this slight frequently for many decades after the event, remaining annoyed at its
spitefulness and pettiness.
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Craik tolerated the hurt, anger, and humiliation these comments produced for
years. Though she often remained reserved about emotionally charged incidents, she once
remembered, “I did cry some of the times at night when I came home when somebody was
particularly mad at me.”66 She became savvy enough to begin documenting the remarks,
however, a move that served her well as the situation moved toward legal action.
Craik continued focusing on her career, eventually considering an administrative
role. Dr. Irvamae Applegate, the dean of her college, and, significantly, a female
administrator, approached Craik. Though it is not clear if Applegate was the only female
dean, one can safely assume from responses to Craik’s advocacy that there were few
women in administrative roles on SCSU’s campus. Impressed with Craik’s work and the
success of her initiatives, Applegate invited Craik to consider becoming the Assistant
Dean of the College. Craik relayed:
She called me in the way the old boys club worked for years, and said, ‘In
a couple of years I have decided I don’t want to be dean anymore. I’m
going to get an Assistant Dean and I want to know if you would be
interested in being Assistant Dean and then when I leave you’ll be ready
to be Dean.’ I never really thought of administration until then, but I
decided as Assistant Dean or Dean— ‘cause I had been fighting, from
1968, racism and sexism on campus—I thought as Dean I could have
some power to do something about that, so that sounded really great to
me.67
Applegate apparently intended to appoint Craik as the dean right before she
retired from the position. However, within six months Applegate passed away
unexpectedly from a brain aneurism, never having implemented her plan. Craik applied
for the position but did not obtain it. Disappointed, she returned to being a faculty
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member and hoped to address the shortcomings that prevented her from securing the
appointment. She said, “Affirmative action rules said that if a minority or woman applied
and did not get the job, you had to tell them what their deficiencies were so that they
could work on those.”68 Aware that she could not enhance her qualifications without
identifying what those in power saw as her deficiencies, Craik requested the official
reason she did not win the vacancy. She received no immediate response. With a hint of
her trademark defiance in her voice, Craik remembered: “[F]or a long time they wouldn’t
tell me, but eventually I pushed, and the Affirmative Action Officer pushed, and they told
me the reason I was rejected is because I hadn’t had any experience as… a Chair.”69
Although she found the search committee’s reluctance to share the information
with her frustrating, she accepted this explanation as a deficiency. An opportunity to
remedy this weakness appeared when the Chair of the Psychology Department retired.
While the university sought his replacement, it divided the duties of the chair position
among Craik and three additional faculty members. Each person served their specific
content area within the department for a full year, and also served the entire department
for one of four quarters in the year; Craik’s assigned quarter was winter. The four faculty
members and their respective sections included: Craik (educational psychology); Eugene
Rosenthal (behavior analysis); Albert Kreuger (counseling education); and Derwyn
Anderson (general psychology and research).
Craik still aspired to secure the post of dean, and she knew she would first need to
serve as a chair in order to earn future consideration. As she served in this temporary role
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as co-chair, Craik discovered that she liked the work immensely, and her confidence
blossomed as she sensed success in the role. She applied for the position when the official
search began.
Craik recalled that her department had already been contentious insofar as it had a
three-way split between faculty in the Educational Psychology program, the graduate
counseling program, and the undergraduate psychology program. She belonged in the
Educational Psychology division, and enjoyed the support of faculty in that section who
encouraged her throughout the process. She later reflected that “I really thought that I had
a good chance of getting it.”70 Craik’s assumption seems to have been correct: as the
search unfolded, she was named one of the four finalists. She remembered that a woman
from Boston emerged as the top candidate, and Craik was the second choice. However,
when the candidate from Boston withdrew, Craik moved into the top slot.
At that point, however, the procedure hit a snag. Craik describes what happened
next:
We were in the department meeting, Charlie [Boltuck] said ‘Oh, this looks
like if we follow affirmative action, we’re going to get stuck with a
woman.’ [A]nd one from counseling said, ‘Charlie’s right. We’ve got to
do something about this. I know—let’s decide not to fill the position.
Then say that we’re going to be studying reorganization and we’re not
filling the position.’ And I’m sitting there taking notes!71
Craik recognized this stall tactic, and considered it an obvious ploy to prevent her
or any other woman from obtaining the vacancy, so, as she recalled she approached the
campus affirmative action officer. He informed the department that they could not
postpone the search. With that, the search resumed.
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Craik apparently received improper treatment in the interview process, too. She
recounted her meeting with the search committee: “One of the questions they asked me in
the interview was, ‘If you do get selected as chair, will you treat men fairly?’”72 They
also questioned, “If you don’t get the job, will you cause trouble?” and “If you get
elected, will you spend as much time working for the good of the department as you do
working for women?”73 Craik replied that she would not cause trouble as long as she was
treated fairly, and she assured the committee that she would, indeed, have time to do her
job as well as work on women’s rights. These questions indicate that some men in the
department were, in the least, bothered by her activism, if not threatened by it. The
questions also suggest that Craik’s work on women’s rights emerged as a reason—if not
the reason—that she lost the position. She became the target of a backlash.
Years later, Craik’s colleague, Andrzejewski, remained unconvinced that the
disrespectful treatment Craik endured was the result of a targeted backlash. Andrzejewski
believed the behavior may have been due to a more basic sexism, and that the
overwhelmingly male department would have rejected any woman, whether she actively
advocated for women’s rights or not. She arrived at this conclusion due to the fact that, at
that time in SCSU’s history, no woman had been elected as a chair when competing with
a man. She also recalled that when Craik applied for the chair position, another woman
did as well. She observed, “[B]efore that woman withdrew her name, there were all the
comments, ‘Now we’re going to get stuck with a woman.’ … I mean you’d think that if it
was only because Mary was an activist and a feminist, then they would have said, ‘Well,
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we’ve got this other woman. We’ll hire her.’ No, they didn’t want that other woman
either.”74 However, Andrzejewski also acknowledged that Craik’s feminism perhaps
intensified the situation as many of the men may have felt threatened. Because Craik
worked on behalf of all women, any counter to her efforts targeted all women. The
behavior of the men aligns with the type of general backlash towards all women,
especially activists, that Faludi describes in Backlash. She writes, “[T]he antifeminist
backlash has been set off not by women’s achievement of full equality, but by the
increased possibility that they might win it. It is a preemptive strike that stops women
long before they reach the finish line.”75 The men in Craik’s department likely wanted to
curtail her progress to ensure they did not lose their perceived place atop the patriarchal
power structure at SCSU—although admittedly they would not have described it as such.
Craik’s friend and colleague Pat Samuel hinted towards the truth in this statement. Even
though she was not yet at SCSU when this incident unfolded, she came to know most of
the men in Craik’s department, and described them as “equal opportunity jerks,” adding
that, “[Craik] was smart, and smarter than them.”76
After the interviews, the faculty voted, but they did not follow the policy adopted
through a collective bargaining agreement between the university and the union,
IFO/MEA. In March of 1976, the agreement stipulated the following process: After a
search for a chair is conducted (either internally or externally), the department faculty
holds an election by secret ballot. The candidate receiving the majority vote becomes the
department’s nominee, which will then be submitted to the President, who must confirm
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or decline the nominee through an appointment within ten working days. If the President
declines the appointment, the faculty holds a second election and nominates a new
candidate. Again, the President may confirm or decline the nominee. If the President
declines the second candidate, he or she will appoint an interim chairperson.77 Rather
than follow this policy, the faculty conducted an unconventional process, completing
three rounds of voting before a nominee was submitted to the President for confirmation.
Each round of voting eliminated the candidate with the fewest votes until only two
remained.
The results of the first vote revealed Craik as the top contender, receiving ten
votes. The second-place candidate, Terrance Peterson, garnered seven, and the third
candidate, Neil Wylie, amassed six votes. The fourth candidate, Robert Riedel, collected
no votes, which eliminated him.
The second round of voting continued with the remaining three candidates. The
tallies remained unchanged from the first vote: Craik-ten, Peterson-seven, and Wylie-six.
This tally caused Wylie’s elimination. In the final round of voting, Craik’s totals
remained unchanged. Peterson picked up the six votes originally assigned to Wylie and
jumped ahead of Craik with thirteen votes. At this point, Dr. Terrance Peterson was
officially named the new chair of the Department of Psychology at SCSU. This voting
procedure suggests that Craik enjoyed the support of many members of her department to
be the new chairperson, and that if not for the unconventional voting procedures, she
would have been selected as the nominee to be forwarded to the President.
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Although Pat Samuel arrived five years after this episode occurred, she was
bewildered when she learned about it. She had worked with Craik on a number of
projects throughout the years and understood why some in Craik’s department would
have supported her. Samuel stated, “She knew her stuff but she wasn’t overly bossy. She
had a lot of people skills. To me, anybody in their right mind would want her as a
department chair. She had all the skills. Most academics don’t really make good
department chairs, but she was good at these things. I was very impressed by her.”78
Craik’s raw emotions surrounding the situation intensified when she considered that
Peterson had less experience than she did, both in terms of teaching and administrative
duties. She also learned that he was friends with Kenneth Ames, the Dean of the College,
which further convinced her that Peterson’s election to the chair position reflected bias.
Craik met with Ames to register a complaint, but not surprisingly, she received no
support. She then met with Charles Graham, the president of the university. He denied
her request to nullify Peterson’s election.
Few statements on record disclose Craik’s exact feelings in the immediate
aftermath of the vote. Perhaps she decided not to dwell on that particular moment, or
perhaps she assumed everyone could infer how she felt. She offered an occasional, “I was
pissed,” and a more forceful declaration when she asserted why she fought SCSU:
“They’re the ones that shit on me.”79 These passages, while no doubt an accurate
assessment of her feelings—as well as of her forceful personality—are not particularly
illuminating.
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Her actions prove more revelatory about her emotional state of mind. Craik
considered all of the events, incidents, and treatment throughout the years on SCSU’s
campus in their totality: the ridicule and sexual innuendo she had withstood, her removal
from teaching the statistics course, the resistance she had experienced in creating the WS
program, the sexist comments her students had recorded in other classes, the lower
salaries women faculty routinely received, and the small percentage of women in
administrative roles on the SCSU campus. These experiences built upon the
discrimination she had encountered in Texas and Iowa, and even as far back as her
childhood on Market Street when her abusive father had often expressed that he had
wanted a boy. She had now reached her boiling point, and finally summoned the courage
and confidence to formally contest discrimination in a court of law.
After she made the decision to mount a legal challenge, Craik suffered fear,
financial uncertainty, isolation, and physical and emotional health deterioration. The
agony she experienced must have been exacerbated because of the severe doubt regarding
the eventual outcome. Yet, she held her ground. With this determination, Craik surged
into a new phase in her personal transformation. Just as her father had tried and failed to
break her will so many years ago when she was a child on Market Street, SCSU
administrators were about to discover that she would not fold easily. When The College
Chronicle interviewed her about this monumental decision, Craik explained, “I felt like
the mouse that roared.”80
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CHAPTER III
FIGHTING GENDER DISCRIMINATION IN THE COURTS

The roar that Craik unleashed had been building up for nearly her whole life, but
only a transformed, more courageous Craik could finally release the thunderous rumble
that confronted a powerful institution. This new Craik summoned courage and resolve,
one individual confronting an entire institution to achieve justice for herself and a better
future for the next generation of women. This chapter examines three gender
discrimination cases against SCSU, of which Craik’s was the most extensive, and
illuminates what can be both gained and sacrificed by pursuing such legal actions.
Craik relied on the courts only as a last resort when SCSU administrators failed to
acknowledge the systemic and prevalent sexism on campus. She repeatedly challenged
SCSU through internal measures to no avail. Perhaps SCSU administrators thought she
would begrudgingly accept the situation and drop her concerns—but she was not one to
shy away when fueled by a sense of justice.
Notably, Craik’s challenge created a lasting impact in the legal community insofar
as it modified the way courts analyzed evidence in discrimination cases. Perhaps more
important to Craik herself, however, was the lasting change to the culture at SCSU she
believed she had initiated for women faculty and staff who came after her by requiring
certain measures in her settlement designed to eliminate discrimination on campus. Craik
gained compensation for the unfair treatment she had received, but she also tried to
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ensure that women who followed would have greater recourse than she had known. By
looking towards the future, Craik laid the groundwork for the next case that followed
hers.
The first two gender discrimination cases affecting SCSU coincided with a flurry
of similar legal activity throughout the nation in the same time period, the early 1970s.
Federal laws and policies passed in the 1960s and 1970s propelled this explosion of
gender discrimination lawsuits. President John F. Kennedy took the first steps in the early
1960s to remedy workplace inequalities for women, making it possible even to envision
feminist legal challenges such as the one Craik would soon issue. In 1962, Kennedy
issued an executive order that revised a law from 1870 that prohibited women from
holding high-level federal positions.1 Soon after, in 1963, he signed into law the Equal
Pay Act, designed to eliminate some basic pay discrepancies between men and women.
Most significantly, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 represented a watershed moment for
protections against discrimination. In particular, Title VII of The Civil Rights Act
prohibited discriminatory employment practices based on sex (as the law originally read),
including hiring, promotions, raises, and treatment in the workplace.
Title VII did not originally include gender protections, and the mere suggestion in
Congress to include women spurred controversy and even outright ridicule. Proponents
successfully argued, however, for the inclusion of women in the bill’s final push towards
passage. Renowned feminist historian Ruth Rosen, who has outlined the modern
women’s movement in her book, The World Split Open, described the weight of this law
in regard to women’s advancement. She argues, “Nearly every American social
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movement can point to some specific legal victory that decisively raised their members’
sense of entitlement. … For the women’s movement, it was Title VII of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act.”2
The act became law when Craik lived in El Paso, just as she began to understand
more fully the discrimination she faced in employment. It appears the majority of
lawmakers connected the similarities between racial and gender discrimination around
the same time that Craik linked the two issues. Major feminist legal advances such as the
passage of Title VII may well have emboldened her newfound commitment to advocating
more forcefully for women.
Despite the inclusion of gender as a protected category, opponents still considered
inequality to be a joke, particularly in relation to Title VII. Even Herman Edelsberg,
director of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), commented in
1964 that the inclusion of gender in the law was “a fluke,” adding, “There are people on
this commission who think that no man should be required to have a male secretary, and I
am one of them.”3 Even with the ridicule and lack of support, including from the EEOC,
determined women registered grievances for gender discrimination. Still, these women
received no official assistance. During a state commissions conference in Washington
D.C. in 1966, frustrated women initiated the National Organization for Women (NOW)
to combat the inaction of the EEOC and Congress on Title VII of the Civil Rights Act.
Though NOW struggled at first to gain its footing in terms of obtaining financial
stability, infrastructure, and a permanent meeting space, within a few years the group
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crystallized into a formidable organization that wielded power. Some members of NOW
splintered from that organization in 1968 to form the Women’s Equity Action League
(WEAL), which developed into another powerful organization with a particular focus on
employment discrimination and gender discrimination lawsuits.
NOW targeted the EEOC, demanding its support, beginning with putting an end
to gender segregated classified ads. NOW members picketed the New York Times and
local EEOC offices. Finally, in 1968, the EEOC required advertisers to stop separating
job ads based on gender. NOW also applied pressure to President Lyndon B. Johnson,
who had signed an Executive Order in 1965 that barred racial discrimination in
businesses and institutions that received federal funding. Members of NOW insisted that
the order be amended to include gender. Johnson acquiesced in 1967. With the addition
of gender to this order, universities that received federal funding could no longer
discriminate in their hiring practices, making it possible for cases such as Craik’s to move
forward. Feminist legal activity escalated once Johnson amended the order. For example,
the amendment paved the way for what became a highly publicized class action suit filed
in 1970 by Bernice Sandler, a feminist academic. In a testimony before the New York
City Commission, Sandler, like so many other advocates for gender equality, linked
gender and racial discrimination when she articulated, “University administrators who
would be horrified if a placement bulletin for students listed job openings for ‘whites
only’ apparently see little or nothing wrong with the job openings that read ‘male only.’4
With the support of WEAL and NOW, several gender discrimination suits against
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universities and corporations that received federal funding took shape during this time
period. Women, finding power in numbers through groups such as WEAL and NOW,
finally pressured politicians and government agencies into taking them seriously.
In essence, it took four years, 1964-1968, from the passage of the Civil Rights Act
to the time lawmakers began to properly enforce it in regards to gender protections. Craik
was at the University of Iowa during most of these years, dedicating herself to studies and
planning a career that would advance women. While she may have been aware of specific
activity surrounding the EEOC, Johnson’s Executive Order, NOW, and WEAL, she did
not actively engage with such developments until later, after she began teaching at SCSU.
Schellburg et al.
Craik was teaching at SCSU in 1974 when Ruth Schellburg, a professor at
Mankato State University in Minnesota, filed a gender discrimination lawsuit against the
Minnesota State University Board. Although Craik’s recollections regarding this
litigation had dwindled by the time she was in her eighties, the lawsuit proves an integral
part of her story because it connected her to using the courts as recourse. Schellburg et al.
also became the first of three gender discrimination lawsuits involving SCSU.
Schellburg filed suit to combat the “underutilization of women in administrative
positions.”5 She also contested systematically lower salaries for women professors.
Because she filed against the state university board, Schellburg could include women
from other Minnesota universities who had faced gender discrimination and she sought
plaintiff interveners to strengthen her case.
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Minutes from an Association of Minnesota State University Women, dated
October 4, 1975, reveal that Schellburg asked members of that organization to join in her
lawsuit. The minutes indicate that many, fearful of repercussion, expressed reluctance to
do so. However, the women discussed it and found encouragement from one another,
leading many to participate. Like members of WEAL and NOW, they, too, found power
in numbers. A total of seventy-five women faculty from three campuses in Minnesota
joined the lawsuit: Mankato, Moorhead, and St. Cloud. While it is not clear if Craik
learned of this case through WEAL or through the Association of Minnesota State
University Women, she did take part as a plaintiff intervener. It also remains unclear if
Craik, like others, initially hesitated to add her name or if she enthusiastically enlisted.
Craik regularly aggregated data indicating that women on SCSU’s campus received
lower pay, so she certainly would have known that evidence existed to support
Schellberg’s complaint.
Andrzejewski also became a plaintiff in the case, and she recalls receiving minimal
awards from that settlement. She remembered, “That attorney [Ellen Dresselhuis] also
ended up being a problem. She got to a certain point and then threatened the plaintiffs with
dropping the case if they didn’t settle for a very minimal amount.”6 Minutes from
meetings about the case reveal that many women, once they became involved, expressed
tension and concern about the lack of communication from Dresselhuis.7 Yet, the record
also includes Dresselhuis’ admission that she had exhausted all funds to pursue the case,
which may explain her desire to settle so quickly as well as her erratic communication.
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Schellburg et al. settled on April 9, 1976, a rather quick resolution, indeed,
considering that Schellburg had sought plaintiff interveners less than a year earlier. The
court found the Minnesota State University Board in violation of the equal pay provisions
of the Fair Labor Standards of 1938 and awarded plaintiffs back-pay and/or salary
adjustments for the years between 1972-1976. Documents reveal that Craik received a
small award of $396 as back-pay from the 1972-1973 academic year.8
This successful legal action kickstarted an approximately thirty year legal battle
for women’s equality at SCSU. It chipped away at gender inequities, widening the path
for women who followed. Schellburg opened a door, exposing the gender discrimination
at Minnesota state universities in plain view of the courts. One case could not possibly
remedy all problems, as achieving equality is a gradual process. Yet, significantly,
Schellburg gave future women an opening and put the course of action in motion. In this
regard, Craik benefitted from Schellburg et al. much more than her modest back-pay
stipend might suggest.
Craik’s experience applying for the SCSU Psychology Chair position and the
fallout from it occurred concurrently with the Schellburg case. Issues not addressed by
Schellburg et al. included base salary inequities moving forward and the underutilization
of women in administrative positions. These gaps allowed the possibility that gender
discrimination would continue. While Craik earned some backpay from the case to
address salary inequities, she also experienced the barriers to obtaining an administrative
post. This ambiguous outcome perhaps influenced her decision to pursue her own case
against SCSU, which was filed only two months later in June 1976.
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Schellburg filed her complaint in 1974, Craik joined the suit in October of 1975,
and it settled not long afterward in the spring of 1976. Given this relatively short
timeline, Craik likely underestimated how her own case and its demands would differ
from the Schellburg case. She could not have known all it would require of her or the
number of years it would consume when she began the process of taking legal action
against SCSU for gender discrimination. She was about to enter a long, lonely, draining,
and frightening time.
As Schellburg et al. simmered and Craik v. Minnesota State University Board
revved up in Minnesota, the women’s movement still progressed across the nation and
globe. In fact, 1975 ushered in the First International Conference on Women, sponsored
by the United Nations. This conference generated the United Nations Decade for Women,
which began in 1976. Hints of the impending backlash appeared as conservative and
religious figures and groups resisted women’s rights, but Craik and thousands like her
remained undeterred.
Craik Files Suit: The Pre-Trial Years
Craik’s first step was to seek legal counsel to determine if she did, indeed, have a
viable case against SCSU. Finding a willing attorney proved a difficult task. Many local
attorneys balked at taking on local institutions as doing so could prove career-ending.
Moreover, gender discrimination cases were controversial and difficult to prove,
especially during this time period when they were still relatively new, and particularly at
institutions of higher education. Craik knew that for someone to take her case, they would
have to be willing to fearlessly confront SCSU. Ideally, the person would also have a
personal interest in discrimination cases. Craik had recalled, “I knew there were three
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things you had to have. You had to have a good case, you had to have a good civil rights
attorney, and you had to have a favorable judge.”9
Craik consulted the Women’s Educators for assistance in finding a reputable civil
rights attorney. As one of the original members of this Special Interest Group (SIG) of
the American Educational Research Association, she remained active with this national
group. She hoped her friends and colleagues in the organization could help her locate a
qualified attorney. One of the members recommended Richard Quiggle, a civil rights
attorney based in Little Rock, Arkansas. Craik learned that his firm had represented
plaintiffs in the noted “Little Rock Nine” school desegregation case. He seemed to fit the
profile of the type of attorney she needed, so she contacted him.
After speaking with Craik and reviewing the facts, Quiggle expressed interest in
taking the case. However, because he was not licensed in the state, he needed assistance
from a Minnesota lawyer who would willingly serve as the lead attorney. Coincidentally,
his law school roommate, John Sommerville, fit the bill, and he teamed up with Quiggle
to represent Craik.
Quiggle and Sommerville informed Craik that she would have to sue the entire
state university board, and not just SCSU. Therefore, she added the Minnesota State
University Board to her suit, and her attorneys officially filed the case on June 16, 1976.
Craik expected the case to be difficult and strenuous, but nothing could have prepared her
for the degree to which that would be true. From the beginning, the university hurled
obstacles her way, attempting to make her situation difficult. She soon realized the
lengths to which the university would go in order to defeat her. She remembered:
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To show you the kind of dirty tricks [SCSU administrators] used, Judge
[Miles] Lord was the most liberal judge in the whole country, and I got
Judge Lord for my case. [W]hen [SCSU administrators] found out I got
Judge Lord they were in a panic. [H]e didn’t know he had my case yet and
they contacted him and offered him a job to co-teach [a business] course
in the summer. He thought that would be fun so he took the job and then
he found out that he had a conflict of interest [with my case] and he
recused himself.10
At that point, the case was transferred to Judge Brian Short. Because Craik
understood the importance of having a favorable judge, she worried because Short had a
reputation as an extremely conservative official. Perhaps even more concerning, though,
was that Craik, through the Democratic-Farmer-Labor (DFL) Feminist Caucus, had
openly campaigned against his father when he ran for office. She speculated that the
judge might retaliate against her for that activity. Nonetheless, the case moved forward
with Judge Short at its helm.
Quiggle and Sommerville advised Craik to strengthen her case by seeking approval
for class action status, which the judge granted in August of 1978 on the condition that she
meet certain requirements. The first stipulation limited the class to women who were past,
present, or future teachers at SCSU, denying her the ability to file on behalf of women at
other universities in Minnesota. The second parameter required Craik to add at least one
other woman faculty member at SCSU as a plaintiff intervener. Finally, the judge mandated
the involvement of the SCSU union, IFO-MEA, as many of the decision-making processes
involved collective bargaining agreements with that organization.
Three of Craik’s colleagues joined as plaintiff interveners. Joan Hemmer, an
Assistant Professor in the Psychology Department, participated because of her repeated
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failures to receive the promotion to Associate Professor she believed she had earned. June
Goemer, an Assistant Professor in the Health, Physical Education, and Recreation
Department, alleged that she had been “discriminated against in salary, promotion, and
work atmosphere.”11 Craik’s friend, Julie Andrzejewski, also enlisted as a plaintiff
intervener, contending that she should have held the rank of Assistant Professor instead
of Instructor. She taught in the Speech Department and Human Relations Program, and
had remained at the Fixed Term Instructor rank for five years. She recalled being “the
lowest paid person on campus for several years.”12 When these three women joined,
Craik could file on behalf of all of the women who worked for SCSU, even though many
other women on campus remained tepid regarding the suit or downright opposed to it.
The union adopted a noncommittal stance, and its lack of support jolted Craik.
She worked with many in the union and had naively believed that the members, many of
whom she considered friends, would embrace her cause. Reluctantly, she added the union
to the list of defendants. She remembered:
My attorney said, ‘Don’t ask the union for anything except to file an
amicus brief showing that they support the women faculty.’ And the
[union] president said, ‘We don’t want to be involved.’ And I said,
‘you’re gonna’ be involved. You’re going to be a plaintiff, or you’re going
to be a defendant.’ And he said, ‘We don’t want to be involved.’ So I sued
the union as well.13
Craik recalled a humorous incident that occurred after the union shunned her:
“One of the ironies of this is after [the union] became a defendant, [they] decided they
needed to do something to show that they supported women.” They established a
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Women’s Issues Committee with representatives from each state campus, and the
committee decided that they would establish an award for a woman faculty member who
had done the most to help other women faculty members. Ironically, Craik won the first
such award. She noted, “Jim was so mad at them. He said, ‘There’s no way in hell we’re
going to go down there with those people who don’t support you!’ I said, ‘Oh yes, we
are. We are going to go down there!’ And none of them would talk to us, but they had to
publicly honor me.”14 Craik always proudly displayed this plaque on her wall afterward,
perhaps as a reminder of both her victory and the costs it extracted of her.
Craik found the years during the trial preparation grueling. Hostility and what she
thought of as “dirty tricks” from the university continued. The new chair of psychology,
Dr. Terrance Peterson, who had secured the position instead of her, treated Craik with
open antagonism. At one point, Peterson spoke with Craik about her Psychology of
Women course, asking her if she ever used or planned to use the book The Total Woman
by Marabel Morgan. Morgan had been aligned with singer Anita Bryant, a vocal
advocate for conservative causes and opponent of the ERA. Morgan had authored The
Total Woman in 1973 as a companion to classes she taught in her program of the same
title. In the courses and the book, which became the top non-fiction best-seller of 1974,
Morgan disseminated strategies, methods, and techniques she used to salvage her own
marriage, which was on the verge of collapse after six years. Seen widely as an attack on
feminists and women’s liberation movements of the late sixties and early seventies, the
book espoused techniques of acquiescing to a husband’s desires and devoting oneself to
the happiness of one’s husband instead of worrying about one’s “rights” as a woman—
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and notably, Morgan included quotation marks anytime she wrote the word “rights.”
Chapters in the book include such titles as, “Accept Him,” “Admire Him,” “Appreciate
Him,” and “Super Sex.” Morgan’s strategies more closely related to the type of women’s
education that prepared students for traditional marriage rather than the feminist approach
that Craik offered. Many of the book’s tactics, particularly the suggestion that women
greet their husbands at the door in costumes or saran wrap, had been lampooned in
television shows and movies. As Craik explained to the court during her trial, “[The
book] is so sexist that when I finished reading it I felt like vomiting.”15 Craik found
Peterson’s recommendation of The Total Woman as a course textbook significant because
it illustrated the blatant disregard he had for the Psychology of Women course and the
Women’s Studies Program. It also depicted the sexist mindset of her new chair.
Craik still recalled years later several other incidents in which Peterson harassed
her and retaliated against her for her lawsuit against SCSU. One such instance occurred
when he challenged her method of purchasing texts for the Psychology of Women course.
She said:
There were dozens and dozens of books being published on women’s
issues, and I did not want a textbook that just had one point of view by
whoever the author was. So I came up with what I thought was a
wonderful thing for the students. Instead of the students buying a textbook,
I asked each of them to pay two dollars for a book fund. And I kept the
records of all of that. And then, each semester, I would buy new books and
we had a locked cabinet in the classroom where the books were kept.16
According to Craik, this method worked “beautifully,” and students remained
engaged by considering many facets of women’s issues. However, once Peterson learned
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of this method, he forced her to discontinue it. Craik believed that he took this action:
“Because he just didn’t want the class. It was an attack on me primarily.” She still
resisted the use of a textbook, and continued to use the books she already had. She noted,
“By this time, I had such a huge library that it didn’t make any difference.”17
Peterson retaliated in other ways too:
The other thing that he did is accidentally forget to list the class in the
schedule so that students knew that it was offered. But because I had made
these arrangements to let students in, they still contacted me and I could
tell them when the class was. So it was a struggle. But that was personal.18
Craik believed these behaviors to be personal attacks because as far as she knew,
no one else who taught a course in the Women’s Studies Program or Psychology
Department faced similar barriers in regards to textbook decisions and scheduling. She
lamented, “It was personal. And getting even with me. I cannot begin to tell you how
much trouble I had with that man. He would call me into his office and tell me how
horrible I was, and then I would file a grievance with the Dean. He was the Dean’s
protégé, so it didn’t do any good.”19
The situation intensified to the point that the union finally intervened. Craik
remembered:
One union member was sympathetic, and he chaired the Ethics Committee.
This committee was set up to deal with any kind of conflict between union
members, and Terry [the chair] was a union member. Terry was there, and I
was there—only woman of course—and I kept saying what the problem
was. And Terry just stonewalled and said, ‘I never did that. There isn’t any
problem. I don’t know why we’re here.’ It went on, and on, and on, and
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most of the time, I really kept my cool in dealing with all these things. But
suddenly, I lost it. And I screamed, ‘Goddammit Terry, get off my back!’20
Dead silence followed Craik’s outburst. Perhaps members of the committee who
knew her recognized that this behavior did not align with her typical disposition, and they
finally acknowledged that problems existed. After this hearing, the union asked Craik
how she preferred to resolve the situation. She requested that for future meetings,
Peterson notify her at least twenty-four hours in advance, and allow her to bring a faculty
member as a witness. She reflected:
And that’s what we did. [My husband’s] chair, Claude [Delzoppo], could not
stand Terry Peterson, and so [Peterson] called the meeting, and I chose Claude
to be my witness. When Claude walked into the room, Terry said, ‘I don’t
think we need to have a meeting. There isn’t any problem.’ From then on I
was protected from him. But that’s the kind of stuff I had to put up with.21
In addition to the struggles she faced with Peterson, Craik also lost several friends
who disagreed with her decision to go to trial. She remembered:
The university, as soon as I filed the lawsuit, told everybody, ‘Do not talk
to Mary, because you might inadvertently say something that she could
use against us.’ And that’s when nobody would sit at the table and have
lunch with me. It was everybody. None of the faculty except for the
plaintiff interveners would talk to me. That hurt my feelings, I think, more
than anything. That these people who had been friends were doing what
the university’s attorney told them to do by not having anything to do with
me. I never cried on campus, but I cried a lot at home.22
In several newspaper articles in her scrapbook, Craik mentioned this issue,
indicating the impact the alienation had on her. This isolation seemed to produce the most
significant negative effect on her out of the many difficulties associated with the lawsuit.
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She described this time as the most prolonged period of loneliness in her life. She
recalled one story when a colleague rebuffed her: “[A co-worker] in special ed. who was
just down the hall from me, she would have nothing to do with me. I was paying for
attorneys for all of this out of my own pocket, so I was trying to get contributions. She
said, ‘I don’t support losers.’”23
Kris Jazwinski, hired as a faculty member in the Department of Psychology soon
after Craik filed her case, confirmed Craik’s ostracism. Jazwinski remembered warnings
that Craik was a troublemaker and that it would behoove her to stay away from her. As a
new employee on campus, she followed that advice. Years later, Jazwinski reflected on
that choice and realized she had been “pretty naive”: she, too, eventually filed her own
gender discrimination suit against SCSU and gained empathy for what Craik must have
endured. She remembered:
Mary Craik was pretty isolated at that point in the department. But she
was always very friendly to me, and certainly she was no troublemaker.
Although being a troublemaker can be a positive! And it is often a
positive. But she was just there and she had a group of people that
supported her, but obviously the friends of Terry Peterson, who had more
power in the department at the time, considered her to be a dangerous
troublemaker.24
Jazwinski also recalled a generally unhealthy atmosphere in the department at the
time, especially with Peterson. She recounted, “[H]is manipulation of things. His
manipulation of women in the department. He would really target the younger women
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that were coming in, and get them under his influence. And even sometimes have sexual
relationships with some of them.”25
As the loss of friends combined with the constant harassment from Peterson,
Craik suffered from nearly insurmountable anguish. Under constant stress, her mental
and emotional health suffered, resonating in physical health ailments. Andrzejewski
recalled vivid memories of Craik’s distress during this period:
It was so obvious. Over a number of years, she was very sick. She had
stomach problems. I don’t know what she was eating for a long time. [For]
months she could only eat hot cereal. She could only eat, like mush, like
Cream of Wheat. She just could not tolerate anything because of the stress.
It was so great, she was just having severe, gastroenterological problems.
She would get a little bit better and then something else would happen.26
During this trying time, Craik expressed her difficulties and her negative work
atmosphere in an interview for Communique, the newsletter for the Saint Cloud Women’s
Center. She reported:
There were daily traumatic occurrences of legal and personal conflicts,
moves and countermoves that were time-consuming, costly, and
incredibly upsetting. In fact, the entire first year was aversive and working
conditions were terrible. Many people avoided me, some were hostile and
negative, refused to say good morning. A few came into my office, closed
the door and confided that they wanted to offer encouragement and
support but hoped that I wouldn’t be upset if in public they appeared to be
non-supportive.27
According to legal scholars George R. LaNoue and Barbara A. Lee, co-authors of
the book Academics in Court: The Consequences of Faculty Discrimination Litigation,
those involved in lawsuits typically experience these troubles. According to these
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authors, “[M]any plaintiffs attract little or no formal or informal support. Or if they have
it in the beginning, it withers away as the lawsuit develops. In those instances, the
plaintiff must not only bear all the litigation cost personally but also cope with the
feelings of alienation and isolation that involvement with the lawsuit brings.”28
Craik struggled at work in the pre-trial years. But she also agonized at home as
her marriage to Jim deteriorated. Although she cannot remember the exact year, she
remembered that at some point after her lawsuit had been filed but before she went to
trial, rumors that Jim engaged in an extramarital affair with a student swirled. Jim,
teaching in Denmark at the time, reportedly grew close to a student there. Craik heard
this gossip through the grapevine. She disclosed, “I was mad as hell when he came back,
we talked. He admitted that, nothing had happened—but he was attracted.”29
Though Andrzejewski has not mentioned these specific rumors, she recalled the
period when Jim went to Denmark, leaving Craik alone. She ruminated, “I think it was
hard on him, too, and I’m not saying that out of sympathy, but just that I think it’s a
stressful thing to have a big lawsuit like that that is coming in to your family. But he
withdrew his support by being gone at a moment of time when it was very crucial.30
Perhaps the suit became too stressful for Jim, too, but it seems he followed his pattern of
withdrawing and, as Craik often described it, “opting out.”
After years of frustrations with the marriage, Craik finally reached the limit of
what she would tolerate. She decided to end her marriage and ordered Jim to leave. She
described the exchange: “‘Get out! Pack your bags and leave. This was my dream house
28
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and you didn’t care about it, so I’m staying in the house, and you’re leaving!’ And Jim
said he was sorry, and ‘I can change. If I thought you’d be better off without me, I would
leave. But I think I can change.’”31
The couple decided to stay together and try to repair their marriage. Craik has
averred a number of times that their marriage had multiple phases. She often repeated,
“The first twenty-five years of our marriage was a crock.” It then took nine years for him
to change. As Craik recalled, “Every step of the way he argued, and the last twenty-five
years were wonderful.”32 The couple worked to ensure their marriage was an equal
partnership. She pondered, “It took me a long, long time to educate Jim. I had to, as he
said, drag him kicking and screaming into the twentieth century. [E]very step of the way,
every single thing. I had to take on one issue at a time. The last one was cooking, and he
refused to do that. So I refused, too.”33 Jim eventually learned to cook.
This period proved cathartic for the couple. Craik remembered one poignant
moment when they were working on rebuilding their marriage: “[I was] talking about the
times when I was happiest, and [Jim] said, ‘Do you realize that the times that you have
said you were the happiest were when I wasn’t there?’ And it was true.”34 That realization
stunned her. Yet, she also recognized that Jim had not been happy for some time either:
“[Jim] grew up thinking he was poor, and I grew up being poor, and so that meant that
both of us were very, very careful about money, which was a good thing. But it also made
Jim feel like he wasn’t adequate in providing for us.”35 Perhaps this aspect of their
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situation is what Craik referenced when she contended that achieving equality for women
improves the lives of men, too. Jim also suffered as he struggled to achieve a socially
constructed masculine ideal and often seemed to feel as if he fell short. She revealed:
After we finally got through all of it, he was much happier because he had
felt for years and years and years, that as a man, because he was not able
to make money that he thought he should make, the kind of life that he
should provide for me and the children, he felt that he was a failure. When
he finally let go of that, he said, ‘What a relief!’ and how wonderful it
made him feel to think that he hadn’t been a failure as a person.36
Why Craik ultimately decided to stay with Jim is difficult to determine with any
amount of certainty. Without Jim’s perspective, thoughts, or feelings, we cannot know
why he decided to remain with Craik. Despite this period of uncertainty in their marriage,
Craik maintained that Jim always supported her in her fight for equality, and that he
remained completely supportive of her decision to sue SCSU. Perhaps, given her
isolation and loneliness, Jim fortified Craik and became a buttress on which she
desperately relied. Moreover, the couple had been together for twenty-five years by then.
Perhaps Craik believed such an investment warranted another chance. They did seem to
have a deep and long-time love for each other that likely factored into their decision to
reinvigorate the marriage as well.
In these years, Craik faced immense hostility and pressures at work, lost friends
and colleagues, and struggled to keep her marriage afloat. Additionally, her son Stephen
remained missing and she likely continued to worry about his safety. She described this
period as her darkest, loneliest time. Craik often reflected on how she survived this
period: “I guess I was just tough. [M] y mom told me I could do anything I wanted to do.
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And I just think that I dealt with whatever thing life threw at me more than anything else.
I had to do what I had to do. If there was something wrong, I was out there fighting.”37
Though she was largely isolated, a few friends, mostly women, stood by Craik.
Some held fundraisers to help her pay her exorbitant attorney fees, while others secretly
came to visit her and offer her money for her case, even though they often would not
publicly acknowledge her as a friend. These developments eased the immense financial
stress Craik experienced, but only marginally. The costs continued to mount as the case
moved to the trial phase. Craik struggled until her attorneys made a monumental
decision. She remembered:
At that time attorneys were making forty-five dollars to fifty dollars an
hour, and I paid out of pocket, [like] travel or typing, etc. Every month I
paid them for four years. When we got to trial, there were three attorneys
working all day at the trial and then preparing [for] the next day. My
attorneys came to me and said ‘If you paid us every penny you make and
every penny that Jim makes, it will still not be enough to pay the fees. So
from now on, we’re doing it on contingency except for out of pocket
expenses.’38
The attorneys agreed that they would make money only if she won the case, a
generous and remarkable offer that may have signaled their personal interest in
alleviating discrimination. Even with these concessions, however, the lawsuit still
required a deep financial commitment from Craik.
Craik solicited financial assistance from the National Chapter of WEAL, yet
received none. Her reaction to this slight was recorded in a 1981 edition of Communique:
“Their refusal astounded me since I ha[d] been extremely active in that organization and
had served as both a local and state officer. The part that hurt the most is that they never
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even bothered to write me a letter saying no. It took three years for me to figure out that
their answer was no.”39 This betrayal likely seemed even more confusing than the union’s
neutral stance. Since there is no documentation of WEAL ever responding to Craik’s
request for support, the reason for its not supporting her remains unknown.
The financial toll, the stress, and loss of many friends proved a heavy price to pay
for filing suit against SCSU. Nonetheless, she maintained a firm conviction in women’s
causes, and continued her battle. In fact, she believed so strongly in her work that during
the dark, lonely years of the pre-trial period, she continued advocating forcefully for
women’s equality, remaining active in the SCSU Women’s Studies Program, and serving
as its coordinator beginning in 1978.
Craik also made significant contributions to women’s equality in her professional
field of psychology. Four years after she was appointed as a member of the Minnesota
Board of Psychology, board members elected her to serve as the chair in 1978. In this
role, she aspired to amend the code of ethics for licensed psychologists. She believed the
code of ethics should forbid psychologists from sexual intimacy with their clients. In an
interview for The Saint Cloud Times, Craik explained her reasoning: “[The proposed
code] was aimed primarily at the male therapist since the majority of psychologists are
male and the majority of their clients are female. The client is especially vulnerable
because she is seeking help, and if her therapist abuses her trust, it could result in lifelong
damage to the woman.”40
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Craik’s interest in addressing sexual harassment and assault aligned with similar
movements across the nation. By 1979 when the proposal was adopted, publications and
organizations combatting rape, sexual assault, and sexual harassment proliferated,
including Diana Russell’s The Politics of Rape (1974), and Susan Brownmiller’s Against
Our Will (1975).
Craik’s proposal, when it passed, proved monumental for a number of reasons.
First, it gave the Board the ability to suspend or terminate a license when a psychologist
violated a code. Second, the Board added weight to the code, making it enforceable by
law through its inclusion in a professional statewide board’s rules and regulations.
Finally, and most notably, Minnesota became the first state in the nation to tackle this
important issue with the code’s implementation, according to Craik. Before the adoption
of the code, the state board had been unable to assist clients who reported sexual abuse by
their therapists.
Although only Craik’s report exists as to this pioneering action, she reported that
additional states followed Minnesota’s lead, and eventually the American Psychological
Association implemented the policy. By twenty-first century standards, the inherent
conflict of interest, as well as the legal, moral, and ethical problems associated with a
therapist engaging in a sexual relationship with a client, seem obvious to most people.
However, in 1979 when the code was proposed, many of her peers did not consider
intimate relationships between therapists and patients inherently problematic, and not all
were easily persuaded. In the article noted above, Craik had said, “Some would argue
vehemently that [sexual intimacy is] part of the treatment.”41
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Craik remembered struggling to pass the new code: “I had to fight. I was the only
woman on that Board. And I fought those men psychologists ‘cause they said ‘Well, you
hug your patients.’ And they couldn’t define sex. And I said, ‘Well, I can define it.’ And
I provided the leadership, and we were the first one in the whole country, and I did
that.”42 When the new code passed, Craik recalled receiving requests to travel around the
country to discuss the new standards with other state boards who developed an interest
in adopting a similar code. She also received an invitation to speak and present a
workshop to the American Psychological Association at its national annual meeting.43
Craik boasted, “[T]he two things I’m proud of [are] the [Craik] scholarship, and the fact
that I provided the leadership to make it a basis for losing your license if you have sex
with your client … those are the two things I am most proud of that I’ve done in my
life.”44
The fact that Craik continued advocating for feminist social change while coping
with such adversity related to her gender discrimination case speaks to her commitment
to further women’s causes. Even before the trial began, she could say that she had made a
meaningful difference in the lives of women and in her profession with the new code of
ethics adopted by the Minnesota Board of Psychology. Any celebration in regards to the
code’s passage was likely brief and muted, however, as she necessarily devoted most of
her attention to the pending legal action.
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The Trial
The hearings in the trial phase of Craik’s suit began on January 13, 1981, nearly
five years after she had originally filed the case. To win, she had to prove not only that
SCSU had discriminated against her, but that it had done so intentionally. Proving intent
was not an easy feat, and it would take both quantitative and qualitative evidence.
Fortunately, Craik had plenty of both. “I did my homework, and I think that’s what you
have to do,” she said.45
During the trial phase, Craik presented the quantitative data she had collected
throughout the 1970s in regards to gender inequities in salaries and promotions. The fact
that she gave such a presentation held some irony since years earlier her chair had
removed her from teaching a statistics class. However, because some administrators
rebuffed Craik’s statistics and corresponding requests, women faculty’s salaries lagged
behind those of their male counterparts. Men also received promotions more often and
more quickly on campus than women. In Craik’s trial testimony, she explained how two
men hired at the same time as she had been had secured promotions to full professor
before her. Additionally, once she was finally promoted, Craik had received no pay
increase. She also demonstrated that one man in her department, Dr. Knutson, had been
hired at the same time as her with more pay. Her starting salary had totaled $15, 519
while he earned $16, 311.46 She identified other men who also secured higher salaries,
even though they possessed the same degree and similar experience levels.
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To substantiate Craik’s testimony, the three plaintiff interveners provided
additional overwhelming evidence that highlighted inconsistencies at SCSU in regards to
salary and promotion. Their attorneys forcefully argued that gender had played a role in
these inconsistencies, and that the problem was systemic.
Andrzejewski described a situation in which she had agreed to a verbal offer for a
new position on campus. However, the contract arrived late because the university had
mailed it to the wrong address. Moreover, the terms of the contract differed from the
original verbal agreement. The university refused to amend the incorrect document,
leaving Andrzejewski without her promised promotion from Instructor to Assistant
Professor. Her attempts to address the issue through proper university channels proved
futile. Meanwhile, she noticed men on campus with lower degrees and less experience
who received higher salaries and promotions.
June Goemer first began teaching at SCSU in 1957 in the Health, Physical
Education, and Recreation Department. Goemer, who had also been hired as an instructor,
did not earn promotion to the Assistant Professor rank until 1970. Once, when looking
through her personnel file, she noticed a years-old document that her chair had placed in
the file even though he never shared it with her. The paper stated that her chair had once
recommended her for promotion as a second choice among the eligible women faculty,
but because, at the time, only one woman from the department could receive a promotion,
she did not obtain it. This policy ensured that she lagged behind her peers in both salary
and rank despite the fact that her work qualified her for a promotion. In court, the defense
argued that this evidence was irrelevant to the case. They argued that the memorandum in
Goemer’s file was placed there before Craik was hired at SCSU, and only incidents that
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occurred after Craik was hired should be admissible. Moreover, the policy had changed so
that more than one woman in a department could be promoted at the same time.
Quiggle disagreed that the evidence was irrelevant to the complaint. If not for
Craik’s case, Goemer may never have found the document. More importantly, however,
he argued that the flawed policy, while it was in existence, limited Goemer and other
female faculty members at SCSU: “Apparently some type of a quota system was in effect
… Obviously, pre-act discrimination can be relevant to the overall issue of discrimination
after the act.”47 Goemer also provided evidence of salary inequities, demonstrating that
men in similar positions and rank as her earned higher salaries than she did.
Joan Hemmer began employment in Craik’s department in the fall of 1976 at the
Assistant Professor rank. She interviewed for the position close to the time that Craik
filed the suit, and began teaching just after the filing. Initially, she believed she had
received respectful and fair treatment. “My expectations from what I had been told were
that I would be … tenured in two years and promoted in three,” Hemmer recalled.48 Her
rosy outlook soon turned grim.
She learned that Terrance Peterson, hired at the same time, began with a higher
base salary and rank (Associate Professor). While their teaching experience was similar
coming into the position, Hemmer had considerably more professional experience than he
did in the field of psychology.
In addition to salary inequities, Hemmer struggled in terms of earning promotion.
She applied for promotion three times before finally achieving a better rank. When she
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was denied the second time, she met with her Dean, Dr. Kenneth Ames, to discuss the
matter. He informed her that all of the deans decided that year not to give promotion to
anyone who did not yet have tenure. However, a list of faculty members who earned
promotion at SCSU disclosed that others, all men, had received promotion despite a lack
of tenure status. Hemmer, frustrated and shocked, approached Ames with this material.
He indicated that administrators had made exceptions for these men and that he had not
known that prior to speaking with her in their previous conversation. He then agreed to
support her request for promotion, because her record of achievement was comparable to
the other men who were promoted without tenure. However, her promotion was denied
again by Ames’ supervisor, Dr. David Johnson, on the grounds that she did not have
tenure. The university’s policies regarding salaries and promotion proved inconsistent.
Given the similarities among the four women’s experiences at SCSU, the discrepancies
certainly appeared rooted in sexism.
Craik also demonstrated numerous examples of other professional barriers women
faced on campus, such as a lack of women in leadership roles. Additionally, she
encountered scheduling barriers related to her gender. She described the incident when
her previous chair, Passini, assigned her to teach the statistics course, but removed her
after men in the department complained about it. She testified to the significance of this
removal: “[I]t is related to the whole area of … men are in math and statistics.”49 She
revealed multiple examples of Peterson tampering with her course schedule, and she
described how he had rejected her applications for work revision days for attending court
while granting them to men in the department. She attested, “[His] denial is based on the
49
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fact that I should not be paid or allowed the same kind of privileges as other faculty
members in this instance because if I had not caused all the trouble there wouldn’t be any
need for me to be here.”50
The interveners added even more examples of professional barriers they
confronted. Goemer described how her department often skirted Affirmative Action
guidelines by using emergency searches. “White males pretty much get those jobs,” she
told the court.51 Her department also excluded her from significant committee
memberships such as curriculum committees and search committees. She explained how
these exclusions limited her power and status in the department.
Hemmer described the same discrepancies between work revision allowances that
Craik faced. When Hemmer applied for two work revision days to take a national exam
for licensure as a psychologist, Peterson, also her chair, denied the request. Yet he
granted work revision for a male colleague to take the very same exam.
Finally, Craik revealed the anecdotal qualitative evidence she had documented
from when she was hired at SCSU until the trial phase began. As the trial progressed, she
verbalized the sexist comments her colleagues directed towards her. What would come
out during the trial was bound to be embarrassing for individuals as well as for SCSU as
an institution.
Significantly, feminist legal scholar Catharine Mackinnon, in her landmark book
Sexual Harassment of Working Women: A Case of Sex Discrimination, had first advanced
the legal argument that sexual harassment of women at work equals sexual discrimination
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in employment.52 Mackinnon was not the first to use the term sexual harassment, but she
charted new territory as she dissected the issue from a legal perspective, defining sexual
harassment as follows: “(Sexual harassment is) the unwanted imposition of sexual
requirements in the context of a relationship of unequal power.”53 She framed her legal
argument within Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Equal Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment. Mackinnon published the book in 1979, approximately two
years before Craik’s trial began, but after she had filed her suit. Because the book made
such an impression in the legal community and in popular media, Quiggle and
Sommerville would have likely been familiar with MacKinnon’s argument. Though there
are no quotations or written passages to confirm that they knew of Mackinnon’s work,
they added sexual harassment as one of the claims to the lawsuit, which suggests their
awareness of this new legal argument. Craik may also have been familiar with
Mackinnon’s highly publicized work, but if so, that knowledge had faded from her
memory by her later years. The publication of Mackinnon’s book gave many a greater
understanding of what sexual harassment was, how pervasive it had been in places of
employment, why women often did not report it, and how it affected women, both
emotionally and materially. Notably, prior to the publication of the book, no courts had
held that sexual harassment was discrimination. After the publication, some courts agreed
with Mackinnon’s argument and held that sexual harassment was, in fact, discrimination.54
Given this new understanding of sexual harassment and how it affected women
professionally, it is quite possible that the type of harassment Craik experienced through
52
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jokes and innuendo carried greater weight than it would have even a few years earlier.
She testified on the witness stand to the years of verbal harassment she had experienced.
Examples included those hurtful jokes about extra body parts for recruiting new AAUP
members, comments about “Girlsie, Idaho,” and recurring derogatory comments from Dr.
Kaspar. Regarding the frequency of these comments, Craik told the court: “[On the
Dean’s Advisory Council] there was never a meeting that went by that John Kasper did
not make some derogatory statement about women, usually in a joking manner but
always objectionable types of comments … usually jokes that dealt with parts of a
woman’s body or sexual innuendo.”55
To demonstrate that the pervasive sexist environment at SCSU extended beyond
her department, she shared a story about Dr. Louis Brunkhorst, a sociology professor who
had made sexist threats to a class. In court, Craik relayed what Brunkhorst had said: “[He
was] really fed up with the women in the class and [he thought] that women only came to
class—to college—to find a husband and aren’t really interested in their academic work.
[He said, if I could] get away with it, everybody but four people in the class would fail.”56
All of his students were women except for four men. Craik received this information
from upset female students in the class. When she approached Brunkhorst’s chair, Claude
Delzoppo, his reply was telling. Delzoppo exclaimed, “Oh, my God, Mary. He didn’t do
that again. He has done that before.”57
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Craik also recounted an interaction she had had with Dr. David Lesar, a colleague
in the Psychology Department. She and Lesar were assigned to work on a project
together, but he would not speak to her. She had heard that he had reportedly said he
could not work with her because he could not work with “matronly women.” She
confronted him about the issue. He admitted he could not work with matronly women,
but denied having said that she was such a woman. She asked him for his definition of a
matronly woman, but he could not (or would not) specifically characterize it. She defined
it for him, and relived the conversation on the witness stand:
I said would it be a woman over forty or forty-five? He said, ‘Yes.’ I said,
‘I’m fifty-two.’ I said, ‘Would it be someone who’s probably slightly
overweight?’ He said, ‘Yes.’ I said, ‘I’m overweight.’ I said, ‘Do you
think it would be a woman who is somewhat assertive and takes charge at
times?’ He said, ‘Yes.’ I said, ‘I do those things.’58
Craik then pointed out that this conversation was the first “person-to-person
conversation” the two of them had had since she started working in the department eight
years earlier. Lesar had allegedly responded, “I can see why you would feel that there
were some problems with us talking to each other.”59
The three plaintiff interveners built upon Craik’s evidence by sharing similar
sexist experiences they had endured. Goemer contributed stories about how her chair
belittled her, calling her “Junie Girl” and subtly referencing her menstrual cycle in a
derogatory manner.60 Hemmer testified that a colleague had insultingly declared women
should be teaching knitting at a local lab school, not university courses. Also, some men
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who served with Hemmer on the university curriculum committee had ridiculed her for
suggesting that the Department of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation
discontinue separate listings for men and women in courses such as Coaching Basketball.
One male member retorted, “The next thing (women) would be wanting is a joint locker
room for the teams.”61
All four women brought forth more general examples, including that men often
dominated faculty meetings without letting women speak and that departments excluded
photographs of women faculty from bulletin boards so that students had difficulty finding
them. They also testified that women students often struggled to secure approval for
research projects that focused on women.
The evidence against SCSU was mounting, but perhaps none was more damning
than the Psychology chair search process itself. Craik and her attorneys carefully outlined
the process, including the initial decision by the committee to postpone the search so they
would not get “stuck with a woman.”62 She explained how after the search resumed and
she was a finalist, the committee asked inappropriate questions of her related to her work
advocating for women’s rights. She then outlined the voting process, explaining that she
had received the most votes for the first two rounds of voting.
Craik stood fairly confident when the hearings ended on May 1, 1981. However,
by this time, the national backlash against women had fully arrived. Religiously affiliated
figures opposed to women’s rights dominated conservative politics and those sentiments
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had catapulted Ronald Reagan into the White House. The Republican Party officially
withdrew support from the ERA at the Republican Convention in 1980.
Despite some of the barriers the general women’s movement was encountering
nationally, Craik believed she had clearly demonstrated that she, and all women on
SCSU’s campus, experienced intentional discrimination. By the end of the trial, which
lasted an astounding thirty-two days, more than forty witnesses had given testimony, and
Craik’s team had presented over six hundred exhibits. She knew it could take an extended
period of time to hear a decision from the courts. She patiently waited for the ruling, and
in an interview for Communique, she reflected on the ordeal:
Now that the trial is completed, I feel so much stronger. It was a terrible
ordeal but I’m not sorry I went through it because I gained a great deal
from knowing I could survive and even grow. I also discovered who was
willing to come forward and live by their principles and who pretend [sic]
to believe in principles that they only pay lip service to. But most
important is the fact that I do not feel bitter. I still have the hope that, win
or lose, women who are willing to risk and take a stand can make a
difference.63
On July 2, 1982, more than a year after the hearing phase of the trial, the court
issued its decision. Craik was devastated to learn that the Judge Brian Short had sided
with the defendants and dismissed the case. An article in the Star Tribune reported on
Short’s findings: “[T]he university had legitimate, nondiscriminatory reasons for the
selection of Peterson [as chair], including his professional accomplishments. He cited an
absence of facts supporting Craik’s contention that she was the victim of sexual
discrimination.” He also dismissed much of the statistical evidence, stating it had proved
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no discrimination, and in some cases, “proved the opposite.”64 Most notably, Short
asserted: “[A]lthough all the women had established a prima facie case of discrimination,
plaintiffs ‘must prove more than the mere occurrence of isolated, accidental, or sporadic
discriminatory acts. They must establish by a preponderance of the evidence that sex
discrimination is the defendant’s standard operating procedure.”65
In an interview for the same article, Craik reported, “I’m just shocked. As far as I
could tell, we had as good evidence as you could get.”66 In another interview for the Saint
Cloud State University Chronicle, she voiced, “It was shocking because I believe justice
was not served and I was punished for my right to go to court.”67
She recalled feeling even more devastated because the ruling came out the same
week in July, 1982, that the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) expired without becoming
law when the requisite number of because states refused to ratify it. Though Craik did not
offer much in terms of her feelings on that day, Gibbs remembered that Craik declared it
the “worst day of her life.”68 Goemer, in the Saint Cloud State University Chronicle,
expressed frustration, and commented on another juxtaposition contained in the timing of
the ruling: “Because it happened on the weekend of freedom for all (July 4) it was
especially disappointing.”69
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Charles Graham, president of SCSU, welcomed the news, as did other
administrators and many professors in the Psychology Department. Graham’s assistant,
Robert Becker, affirmed that the president was “very satisfied,” and Peterson, in an
interview with the Saint Cloud State University Chronicle exclaimed, “The judgment
speaks for itself.”70
The Appeal
Craik remained distraught, and she now had to decide whether or not she would
appeal the ruling. This decision proved difficult for a number of reasons. She had already
spent approximately twenty-five thousand dollars in legal fees for the case. With her loss,
the court ordered her to pay the defendants’ legal fees. If she lost again, she faced paying
even more defendant legal fees. Moreover, the emotional and physical toll made it
difficult for her to appeal the case. She determined that she would make her decision
about whether or not to appeal the ruling based on two factors: 1) the advice of her
attorneys; and 2) guaranteed support from friends, colleagues, and community
members.71
Quiggle and Sommerville reviewed Judge Short’s opinion, and they consulted
five independent attorneys to review the facts of the case and the judge’s memorandum.
All agreed on two major aspects in particular wherein they could prove Short’s ruling
wrong. First, they believed he had used the wrong legal standard. Quiggle, also
interviewed for the Saint Cloud State University Chronicle, declared, “Short handled this
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case as an individual claim rather than a class-action claim.” Individual claims of sexual
discrimination, according to Quiggle, are more difficult to prove than class action claims.
He also believed that “Short ignored or misstated certain evidence.”72 Craik further
emphasized one of the key problems with Short’s opinion in an article in the Saint Cloud
State University Chronicle:
Short wrote that the plaintiffs must prove that they were victims of
intentional discrimination. But later, the judge said that ‘it is recognizably
impossible to present evidence of intentional discrimination. Our case for
appeal is not that we didn’t show there is discrimination, but that he held
us to standards that were impossible to meet.’73
Craik believed that the facts supported an appeal, and she had the support of her
legal team in that position. Before continuing, however, she needed assurance that she
would not remain isolated in this quest, and that she could count on others for support.
She called a meeting to see if she would have support, and received a boost of
encouragement when twenty-five people from both the SCSU campus and the
community of St. Cloud attended. She found the turnout promising considering it was
during the summer months when many were away or more difficult to reach. Those who
attended expressed anger and shock over Short’s decision, and vowed “psychological,
moral, and financial support.”74 The group agreed to meet continually to assist Craik.
Though Craik’s friends had previously helped her somewhat with fundraising to
assist her financially, they stepped up their activity, establishing the Mary Craik Legal
Defense Fund. Pamphlets from some of their fundraising events advertise dances,
entertainment from local bands, and beer to entice guests to attend. Seeing the heavy
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emotional and financial toll the case was taking on Craik, the St. Cloud Area chapter of
NOW and the Women’s Educators group came to her aid.75 The local NOW chapter
dispersed flyers asking for donations that could be funneled through the Women’s
Educators for tax deduction purposes. The Craik scrapbook also provides evidence of
greater moral support for her, such as the inclusion of humorous songs and jingles that
had been written about her situation. Rejuvenated by this show of support from friends,
Craik decided to appeal. She filed with the 8th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, on July 30,
1982. Hearings did not begin until approximately a year later, on June 13, 1983,
guaranteeing another agonizing year of waiting, preparation, and financial demands.
Once the hearings began, attorneys for each side received forty-five minutes to
present their appeal to a three-judge panel. Typically, attorneys only obtain fifteen
minutes to present their cases. The extended time illustrates the complexity of the case.
After the hearings ended, the waiting game began anew. Meanwhile the harassment and
isolation at work continued. Andrzejewski recalled that Peterson began encouraging
students to “go after Mary.” Andrzejewski added, “She was on sabbatical that year, and
she was being harassed by a student who was being encouraged to do a grade appeal by
Terry Peterson. At that point, that’s when she started saying, ‘I just have to retire. The
stress is just too great.’”76 The Craiks finally decided to retire early to preserve Mary’s
health and to alleviate the ill effects the tension had caused.
Craik, already on sabbatical for the 1983-1984 academic year, submitted a request
on November 23, 1983 to change her sabbatical to leave without pay status. Jim

75

Pamphlets from fundraisers. In Craik Scrapbook, pp. 20, 24, 26. Mary Craik Papers. Archives
and Special Collections, University of Louisville.
76
Andrzewjewski interview, February 7, 2016.

176

especially promoted the idea of retirement as his frustrations with the way SCSU treated
Craik and his concerns for her health intensified. At one point Craik reflected, “I loved
teaching. I did not want to retire and not teach anymore when Jim [wanted to retire].
[T]he only way he talked me into it was by saying we can afford to move to
Manhattan.”77 However, at other points Craik asserted that she too wanted to retire at the
time, although it took considerable financial planning and compromise since they both
would have to forfeit their steady incomes, as well as sacrifice a more robust retirement
allotment as a result of leaving early. She remembered:
When Jim wanted to leave, I wanted to retire early. He was sixty-two and
I was fifty-nine, and he could get social security. And so we went over the
money, and we went over the money, and we went over the money, and
he decided if we’re very, very careful we can afford to retire until you can
get your social security and then it will be easier for us. So in [19]83 we
retired, and we’re pinching every penny and being careful.78
She likely vacillated because she desired to continue the work she loved, but did
not want to remain embroiled in a toxic atmosphere. The couple retired, but did not
relocate yet as they awaited news on the appeal. They remained eager to leave St. Cloud
because of the negativity they now associated with it. Appellate Courts have historically
been notoriously slow with handing down their rulings, and the complexities involved
with Craik v. Minnesota State University Board practically guaranteed the justices would
need adequate time for a thorough review and careful consideration of the case.
As Craik awaited the ruling, she had little to distract her from the case, so
thinking about it occupied her mind. It must have been tortuous to wait for the opinion,
knowing that the justices held her future in their hands. Now that the Craiks had retired,
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they likely felt even more threatened when considering the potential financial impact of
the case.
This grueling waiting game continued for over a year. On March 23, 1984, she
answered her phone and heard Quiggle on the other end announcing that the Appellate
Court had issued an opinion: she had won. The Appellate Court overturned most of the
previous findings in the case.
Craik described her elation in an interview for an article in the Saint Cloud State
University Chronicle, written in the aftermath of the ruling: “I have to pinch myself to
believe that this has happened. But the best thing is, I feel so vindicated. Some of the top
judges in the United States were agreeing with me that I’m not crazy!”79 At the same
time, in an article in the Branard Daily Dispatch, June Goemer echoed Craik’s sentiment:
“I’m just very thrilled, and very pleased, and felt very vindicated. I’m most pleased for
Mary because she was the one who really suffered in this.”80 In later decades, Craik
described her feelings in that moment: “It was wonderful! … happy, smart. I guess, to put
it in the vernacular, ‘I beat you bastards!’”81
Notably, in an article in the Saint Cloud State University Chronicle, Craik
mentioned that she immediately called her children, Richard and Juliet, to share the
jubilant news with them after the ruling. This disclosure indicates that, although her
relationship status with Richard fluctuated and remained strained at times, the two were
in communication during this period. The omission of Stephen in the interview is a stark
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reminder of his disappearance. Craik had not heard from him in approximately sixteen
years and could not share the victory with him.
The Appellate justices concluded, “[A]fter reviewing the briefs, record, and
arguments, we are left with the definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been
committed.”82 This one statement, so critical to the conclusion of the case, reversed the
ruling, at least in part, and declared that SCSU had intentionally discriminated against
Craik based on gender. The court did not, however, rule in favor of the women’s claim of
discrimination in merit pay, nor did it find that sexual harassment had occurred. In an
interview for the Saint Cloud State University Chronicle soon after the ruling, Craik
explained, “They found my department pervasive in [sexual harassment], but not the rest of
the university.”83 With no finding of sexual harassment, it seemed Mackinnon’s argument
had not quite caught on yet. From a twenty-first century lens, some of the anecdotes
described in the trial clearly fall squarely into the category of sexual harassment. Had Craik
filed the case today, the court would likely have agreed that she had experienced sexual
harassment. This discrepancy highlights the newness of the term sexual harassment and the
fluctuations in understanding it in U.S. law over the past four decades.
One of the areas in which the court agreed with Craik was that SCSU did not
adhere to its own Affirmative Action plan. Judge Arnold argued: “The magistrate’s nearcomplete failure to address the evidence concerning the defendants’ Affirmative Action
efforts reduces our confidence in his ultimate conclusions.”84 The court also maintained
that Craik and the other women had presented enough evidence to illustrate that SCSU
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had discriminated against women in terms of chair positions. Arnold added: “We hold
that the plaintiffs proved a pattern or practice of discrimination during the period of time
when chair appointments were made for 1970-71 through the time when those
appointments were made through 1979-1980.”85 Similarly, the appeals panel ruled that
SCSU had unlawfully discriminated against women in terms of pay during the same time
period, finding that men in similar positions received higher salaries.
In regards to Craik individually, the court declared, “Considered in light of the
evidence outlined above, the evidence of the defendants’ general lack of commitment to
Affirmative Action, and our conclusions that the defendants discriminated against women
as a class with regard to chair positions, these officials’ complete failure to take any steps
to investigate Craik’s charges persuades us that Craik was the victim of illegal
discrimination.”86 With that point made, the appellate court instructed the magistrate,
Judge Short, to re-evaluate the other three plaintiff interveners in the case, as well as the
unnamed women in the class.
In their discussion of individual claims, the justices highlighted Craik’s activism
as a feminist and male faculty members’ reactions to her activities. Using the initial trial
transcript, the justices emphasized statements by male faculty members that indicated
their concern with Craik’s “assertiveness on issues relating to women’s rights” and the
“power which she and other feminists would use against them.”87 Through these
comments, the justices confirmed that Craik’s failure to win the position amounted to
retaliation for her activism.
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In regards to opposition to feminist progress, Susan Faludi lists academia among
the top offending institutions. Academics, she suggests, “[F]ound the creation of
Women’s Studies not just professionally but personally disturbing and invasive, a
trespasser trampling across their campus lawns.”88 Marilyn Jacoby Boxer has also
commented on the backlash towards women on campuses, especially those whose
activism manifested in developing Women’s Studies courses. In her 1998 book When
Women Ask the Questions: Creating Women’s Studies in America, she writes:
Women’s Studies, which introduced feminist issues into higher education,
would be perceived by opponents of changes in gender relations as one of
the causes of those changes and would be accused accordingly. … Some
of the hostile language and angry tone of the attacks may reflect
discomfort with women’s changing roles.89
When the court overturned the original verdict and ruled in Craik’s favor, SCSU
and the Minnesota State University Board contemplated if they would appeal. In the Saint
Cloud Daily Times, President Graham’s assistant opined, “No one is ever pleased when a
decision is partially against you … but it is my understanding that we were upheld in
many areas, too.”90 This passage suggests that administrators considered the possibility of
an appeal.
Although Craik won her appeal, the decision had not been unanimous. Judge
Luther M. Swygart wrote a lengthy dissent of more than one hundred pages. Swygart
agreed with the majority’s opinion that the original magistrate, Judge Short, had failed to
consider much of the evidence, and had also failed to evaluate evidence in the proper
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framework. However, Swygart wrote, “[I disagree with the] conclusions that under the
proper analysis several of the plaintiff’s claims of discrimination were clearly
established.”91 Swygart’s dissention illustrates the difficulty in achieving consensus
regarding discrimination cases.
The Settlement
Despite one judge’s forceful and lengthy dissent, SCSU ultimately determined not
to appeal the case. Even in defeat, however, it seemed that university administrators
attempted to manipulate Craik one final time. Craik remembered her attorneys’ counsel
heading into the settlement phase:
‘What they’re probably going to do is offer you the job so you would have
to come back from retirement and be chair of the department. That’s an
obvious solution because you sued to get the job, so they’re going to give
it to you. And if you refuse it, then you won’t be able to claim anything.’
And so that’s exactly what they did. They called and offered me the job,
and I said ‘I’d be happy to come back!’92
Everyone in Craik’s department was “petrified,” as she has remembered it: “They
had to call emergency meetings, and so then they changed their mind.”93 After she called
SCSU’s bluff, settlement negotiations commenced between a union representative,
SCSU’s attorneys, and Craik and her attorneys. As part of the settlement, they finalized
the Craik Consent Decree, as it came to be known, on March 11, 1985, agreeing to
enforce the terms until March of 1988. The decree incorporated many cultural changes
that inched closer to Craik’s main goal of loosening the institutionalized patriarchy so
deeply ingrained on the SCSU campus.
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To this end, one of the stipulations required a restructuring of the Affirmative
Action Committee. This reform became especially important since the Appellate Court
had determined that SCSU did not abide by its own plan. As part of the reform, groups
affected by discrimination rather than the administration now appointed new members of
the committee. Also, the consent decree forced SCSU to offer workshops on gender
discrimination prevention and training on Affirmative Action, including a mandate that
every employee of the university attend them. Additionally, the agreement allowed the
university a total of three years to ensure that the percentage of women chairpersons
became equal to the total percentage of women employees at the university. Chair
positions also became limited to two three-year terms.94
Craik hoped that her suit would instigate a change in the culture on SCSU’s
campus, and this remained her primary concern. Yet she also understood that only a
significant financial loss would grab the attention of the university’s administrators.
Moreover, after all of the emotional turmoil and missed opportunities, she believed she
deserved financial reparation. She remarked in a 1985 interview in the Saint Cloud Daily
Times, “Things change when people learn that it becomes more expensive to discriminate
than not to. And you can’t get the changes unless you get the procedural changes. That’s
what I wanted and that’s what I got.”95 Craik demanded both financial compensation and
specific modifications to SCSU’s procedures and policies.
Craik worked with the SCSU administration to determine the appropriate stipend
for the unnamed women in the class. She decided that every woman on campus would get
94
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some financial award, even though many of them had not supported her in the lawsuit.96
While some in her position may have harbored bitterness towards the women who did not
support her, Craik appears not to have held any grudge. “I decided that every woman,
whether they realized it or not, was discriminated against. And I wanted to support
women. Period. Whether I liked them or not,” she attested.97 Andrzejewski echoed this
sentiment: “[Craik’s] rationale for that was that the women who kept the fight against
her, she wanted them to realize that they were being discriminated against too. You get
some money from this because you really have been screwed over too. Even though you
don’t even realize it.”98
Other feminists share Craik’s contention that women may be discriminated
against without realizing it. As Catherine Mackinnon has written, “Intimate violation of
women by men is sufficiently pervasive in American society as to be nearly invisible. …
In addition to being victims of the practice, working women have been subject to the
social failure to recognize sexual harassment as an abuse at all.”99 Perhaps Craik
remembered the days before she recognized her experiences as discrimination, and
sympathized with women who may not have had a similar epiphany yet. She may have
hoped the financial incentive would usher in a new recognition for them.
In addition to the base stipend that each unnamed woman received, Craik
methodically completed a statistical analysis to determine if any of the unnamed women
should get an extra portion of the settlement dollars. She recalled, “I did an analysis
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looking at women who were the worst paid, and some of them got larger amounts. And
because it had taken nine years, a number of them had been promoted during that time, so
they got their promotions backdated to when they should have been promoted, which
then put them higher up on the schedule.”100
She also determined the appropriate amounts for the women included in the class.
As far as the three interveners, Craik concluded they should receive a larger sum than the
unnamed women. By the end of this phase in the process hints of tension appeared among
some of the plaintiff interveners. Andrzejewski recalled Craik’s frustrations with
Hemmer in particular: “The only thing that [Craik] was not very happy with [was] that
Joan Hemmer was really not a very nice person. And was not a feminist. She was
definitely discriminated against in the department. But she was not supportive of women.
She was just a self-centered person.”101
Hemmer discovered that the plaintiff interveners would receive special
consideration in the settlement, and she apprised Craik that she (Hemmer) deserved more
money than Goemer because she possessed a doctorate degree while Goemer had only a
Master’s. Andrzejewski remembered the tension from that situation:
[This was] one of the few times in our relationship that I saw Mary really
get angry. [I]t was a principled anger because here is this woman who is
not committed to women’s rights at all and who is just really involved in
this thing only for herself, who can’t stand the fact that June Goemer
would get something that was as good as she got. [Craik] was determined
that Joan Hemmer would not get more money than June Goemer.102
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According to Andrzejewski, both Goemer and Hemmer received a promotion and an
equal financial award from the settlement. Andrzejewski obtained a financial award as well.
As the lead plaintiff, Craik collected the largest monetary share. The court ordered
SCSU to pay $126,127 for her attorneys’ fees, and she received an additional amount for
punitive damages, which she opted to take in monthly installments of a tax-free annuity
rather than a lump sum. Those payments, totaling just under seven hundred dollars,
continued until her death. Regarding these payments, Craik joked in her nineties, “They
never dreamed I was going to live this long!”103
Craik also began to be honored by local and state organizations for her courage
and tenacity. For example, in January 1983, even before she won her appeal, the
Minnesota Women in Higher Education recognized her as one of Minnesota’s Most
Admired Women’s Educators. After the successful appeal, she received an award in May
1985 from the Women’s Equality Group for her achievements in fighting discrimination.
Women began writing letters to local newspapers congratulating her and offering support,
and some women on the St. Cloud campus finally openly vocalized their support for her,
too. She remembered one instance when she walked through campus during the
negotiation phase. The same woman who had previously told her, “I don’t support
losers,” saw her from approximately a quarter of block away, and screamed, “Mary,
Mary! Hold up! Wait a minute!” Rather than taking offense, Craik remembered laughing
off the incident: “I just thought it was humorous, I wasn’t insulted. But, after I did all of
that, everybody loved me then. All of the women.”104 Though the new accolades and
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friendly intimations from campus and community members could not erase the deep pain
and suffering from her years of isolation, she could now feel she had accomplished
something worthwhile and of service for the women at SCSU.
Legal Significance
In addition to changing the gender landscape at SCSU, Craik’s case bore
significance from a legal perspective, as it set several precedents, particularly in regards
to class action cases. First, the Appeals Court ruled that when a class of discrimination is
detected, all employees in that designated class are entitled to the presumption that they
have suffered from the alleged practices until or unless the employer can prove, by a
preponderance of evidence, that its reasons were legitimate and nondiscriminatory. With
this ruling, the Craik case shifted the burden of persuasion to the employer in cases in
which a class had been designated and in which the court had found discrimination
against that group.
Second, the Appeals Court dictated that judges should analyze class action cases
differently from how they had previously approached them. Prior to the Craik case,
individual claims were considered first, followed by class allegations. The Appeals Court
ruled that, instead, judges should first consider class allegations and determine if
discrimination has occurred, and then place the individual claims within that context.
Significantly, the court also noted that even if no class violations are detected, individual
claims might still prevail.
Third, the ruling instructed judges to change the way they considered evidence, as
they had typically considered evidence from individual claims and class claims
separately. The Appellate Court deemed this method problematic as judges, when
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considering individual claims, tended to ignore significant statistical evidence that
bolstered class claims, and only focused on alleged discriminatory practices that affected
individuals. With the Craik case ruling, the Appeals Court now asserted that all relevant
evidence, both statistical and anecdotal, should be considered when deciding both claims.
Additionally, the court determined that statistical evidence is important in both individual
and class action claims.105
Finally, Craik’s case further problematized the manner in which courts used
professorial rank as a determinant of appropriate salary. Craik’s lawyers successfully
argued that a failure to achieve promotion in rank often related to gender discrimination
and negatively affected women’s salaries. Noted legal scholar and statistician Mary Gray,
a specialist in gender discrimination who has written articles analyzing Craik’s case, has
recognized that the acceptance of rank as a tainted variable remained far from settled as
not all courts recognized it as such. Yet, the acceptance of that argument in Craik’s case
was a step in the right direction.106 Years later, Gray would serve as an expert witness for
another gender discrimination case women filed against SCSU (Fish et al.), successfully
identifying rank as a tainted variable.
Only a few mainstream newspapers beyond Minnesota reported the case, likely
because the consequences of the ruling were of greater interest to the legal community
than the public at large.107 The frequency with which Craik v. Minnesota State University
Board is still cited in other discrimination cases today proves the best gauge by which to
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measure its importance. These citations demonstrate that the evidentiary standards
Craik’s case established set criteria by which evidence from additional cases is evaluated.
Attorneys have cited Craik’s case at least 137 times between June 1989 and January 2019
in published opinions alone.108
After the case finally settled, the Craiks relocated to New York City the following
year, in 1986. Meanwhile, the SCSU campus began the daunting work of campus culture
reform. Several national experts presented workshops to educate faculty and staff in
terms of Affirmative Action and sensitivity training. More women served in
administrative roles, and the university made a concerted effort to hire more female
faculty. Craik received a letter from Stephen Weber, the Vice President for Academic
Affairs, which outlined some of the changes the university had implemented. The tenor
of the letter suggests that SCSU administrators also focused on the healing process.
Weber at last acknowledged the sacrifices Craik had made, and the positive impact she
left on the campus. He wrote, “I cannot help but think we’ve come a long way in the last
two years. You deserve much of the credit for that progress. I know it was not easy and I
cannot even begin to suspect the price you paid. But, [sic] you should know that your
work had a most salutary effect on St. Cloud State.”109
Craik had, of course, left SCSU by then, so she could not personally assess the
degree to which the Craik Consent Decree changed the culture on campus. Andrzejewski,
however, remained on campus long after, and according to her, progress came slowly and
inconsistently. She recalled that, at times, Weber seemed committed to abiding by the
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consent decree, procedurally if not always in substance. For instance, she remembered
one situation when he overturned a search committee’s decision not to hire a woman
candidate after he learned that some on the committee had ridiculed her appearance. “She
was clearly the most qualified person, and [Weber] just turned the search around and
hired that woman,” she remembered.110
At other times, though, Weber’s commitment waivered. Andrzejewski shared the
following story, alleging that he once schemed to bypass the consent decree in the case of
a chair search. SCSU’s continued accordance with the Craik Consent Decree required
that a woman fill the open chair position. At the time, only one year remained in the
monitoring period of the Craik agreement. If, at the end of the year, the courts found
SCSU in compliance with the decree, the many court-mandated stipulations and
monitoring ended. Andrzejewski bristled when SCSU hired a woman for the open chair
position for exactly one year in a fixed-term status: “I argued, ‘This is really a perversion
of the spirit of this agreement because this woman is not going to be a real and permanent
chair. She is going to only be a chair for one year, and then probably a man will get
elected.’ … But that’s what they did, and the consent decree was ended.”111 This
manipulation of the consent decree perhaps foreshadowed what the future at SCSU would
be like once the court ended its supervision.
Fish et al.
Once the three-year monitoring period ended, any hopes women on the SCSU
campus had that significant changes would remain permanent were dashed. “What

110
111

Andrzejewski interview, February 7, 2016.
Ibid.

190

happened is they made all these changes, but gradually, over the years, they went back to
their old ways. And sometime in the [19]90s, a group of women filed a sex
discrimination case against Saint Cloud again,” Craik recalled.112
Many of the facts of the 1996 case, Fish et al., mirror the facts in Craik’s case,
and the experiences of the women involved echo Craik’s experiences. Just as Craik had,
some women on campus, including Kris Jazwinski, Kate Gill, Lora Robinson and Marji
Fish, noted salary discrepancies that seemed clearly rooted in gender differences.
Administrators ignored the women’s concerns just as they had done with Craik.
Moreover, as with Craik, the union did not assist them. Jazwinski had been on campus in
the Psychology Department as the Craik case unfolded. Knowing the campus history, she
naively believed the union, on whose executive committee she now served, would initiate
conversations with administrators once the women discovered salary inequities. She was
aghast when others on the executive committee decided against focusing on the gender
pay gap, instead deciding to merely alleviate their own salary shortfalls due to
compression. She declares, “I was outraged! I was sitting there thinking, ‘How can it be
when there’s this letter of understanding and now these guys are talking about, ‘Who
cares about this?! We need to really look at what bothers us white males!’”113
Although administrators attempted to convince the women through what seems to
have been statistical manipulation that their salary inequities were corrected with the
compression adjustments, Jazwinski completed a separate analysis and proved that the
discrepancies for women remained. These women also experienced a sexist environment
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that was reminiscent of Craik’s experiences at SCSU. They filed suit in a class action
complaint on June 4, 1996—nearly twenty years to the day after Craik had filed her case.
Gill and Jazwinski have always maintained that Craik’s lawsuit paved the way for
theirs. A routine review that initially revealed the gender-based salary inequities occurred
only because Craik’s consent decree had succeeded in requiring regular examination of
salaries. Also, since the court had determined in Craik’s case that professorial rank qualified
as a tainted variable, the subsequent women in Fish et al. pointed out that their ranks also
qualified as such. They successfully argued that achieving a promotion in rank often proved
harder for women, and thereby bolstered their argument that they received lower salaries
based on gender. Finally, the women strengthened their case due to the new evidentiary
standards established by Craik’s suit that allowed them to combine personal anecdotes with
statistical evidence, thereby painting a more complete picture of the systemic discrimination
that women professors faced. Moreover, the fact that SCSU had already been found guilty
of sex discrimination through Craik’s case reinforced the plaintiffs’ claims as they more
easily established a pattern of gender discrimination there. This history placed the burden on
the employer to prove discrimination was a nonfactor in women’s lower salaries.
SCSU administrators must have believed this burden of proof too great, because
unlike Craik’s case, Fish et al. never made it to trial. Rather than prolong the case over
many long years, the university ended it with a settlement in 2000. Although the parties
resolved the case before going to trial, the plaintiffs still agonized for four years, which
proved long enough to cause suffering among them.
The stress of their case still resonated strongly with Gill and Jazwinski and
seemed to be the overriding memory when they reflected upon the lawsuit nearly twenty
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years after it had settled. They experienced overwhelming exhaustion, fear, and financial
uncertainties just as Craik had throughout her lawsuit. And as with Craik, the tension
precipitated poor health and strained family relationships. Gill even took a leave of
absence for a year. She also expressed that for her, the sexist comments and ridicule she
experienced were more of a motivating factor to sue than the salary discrepancy. Their
new understanding of what Craik must have experienced amplified their respect for her
and the courage she displayed, especially considering that they believed her situation to
be even more hostile than theirs. Gill noted:
Out of all those women involved in the Schellburg case, it was Mary
Craik who filed a lawsuit. So that’s the first thing that nobody else did.
Everybody else was willing to settle [for less than they deserved]. When
she lost the first time she struggled with a sense of despair. And there she
was, and she appealed. That would have been hugely difficult to do.114
For all of the similarities between Craik’s case and Fish et al., one significant
difference involved the treatment the plaintiffs received on campus. While many at
SCSU, including women, treated Craik as a pariah, the women in the 1996 case garnered
far more support. Of 250 women employees who gave a sworn testimony, 239
acknowledged that they had experienced sex discrimination at SCSU. A similar result is
difficult to imagine in Craik’s case. This increased backing likely resulted from Craik’s
having paved the way. The campus-wide sensitivity training mandated by Craik’s consent
decree combined with the financial awards women on campus received probably
tempered previously unsympathetic attitudes towards women who rejected the status quo.
By the time Fish et al. was filed and settled, many on campus had come to revere Craik as
an iconic persona.
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Both of these cases demonstrate that pursuing legal action amid such uncertainty
and hostility takes perseverance, fortitude, and grit. Given the struggles and turmoil the
women plaintiffs faced, they had moments at which they asked themselves whether these
lawsuits are beneficial in the long run. Craik expressed frustration in this regard: “It
helped a few women at St. Cloud and later there was another group of women who filed a
lawsuit, and because of [my lawsuit] it got settled. But they were still the same things!”115
Jazwinski has remained similarly ambiguous, noting, “As far as personal advantage
it’s not worth it. But since it was a class action lawsuit I think it’s worth it. I’m glad I did it
because I think [SCSU] would have been a far worse place than it is.”116 Gill agreed: “The
outcome, you’re not sure it’s worth it. It’s so messy. And it’s so give and take, nothing seems
quite just or right at the end. Which is why it’s nice to go back [to] what Mary Craik did and
be able to say, ‘In retrospect, what impact did it actually have?’ I think that’s important.”117
In retrospect, what effect did Craik’s lawsuit actually have? Even though change
is often gradual and laborious and extracts a toll on its leaders, it seems her case made a
significant positive impact. Her history paved the way for future women employees at
SCSU to seek recourse when they encountered discrimination. Gill has reflected:
[Craik’s case] has this ripple effect. That thirty years of sustaining
litigation that you can [attribute] strongly to her, has had a cumulative
effect. And if you add that to all the other women in the country that did
it, those decades of women really deserve a huge amount of credit. And it
makes me feel good. If it’s a national phenomenon, and the state
university system in Minnesota added its bit to that phenomenon, that’s
because of Mary Craik.118
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The fact that another gender discrimination case unfolded at the exact same
institution that had settled hers ten years earlier certainly frustrated Craik and probably
the women who had remained at SCSU as well. In one of her many articles analyzing
gender discrimination cases, Mary Gray has written, “[T]he best hope for achieving
equity lies in internal reform-in appropriate procedures, access to a grievance process,
increased sensitivity in faculty and administrator decision makers, systematic analysis of
the institution’s salary and rank structure. Whether this can be achieved without increased
external pressures is questionable.”119
It became evident to Craik, Jazwinski, and Gill, that as Gray theorized, taking
their grievances to court proved the only recourse. Gill asked, “[I]t just seemed, like,
what else can we do to challenge these folks?!”120 Each of these women would have
preferred that the university rectify discrimination from within the institution. Each gave
SCSU ample opportunities to resolve inequities. Yet each found it necessary to resort to a
lawsuit that they were well aware, at least in the case of the Fish plaintiffs, would exact a
heavy personal toll.
Looking Towards Craik’s Legacy
Craik’s lawsuit against SCSU remains the most defining feminist action of her
life. The case holds such importance to her story, and to the advancement of women’s
equality for several reasons. First, it highlights the importance of federal policies and
laws, such as the Civil Rights Act, in offering women a recourse to discrimination. Prior
to the passage of these important regulations, many academic women had certainly
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experienced workplace injustices similar to those Craik encountered, but they had no
legal avenues to challenge their employers. Craik’s willingness to use this new avenue to
challenge her employer laid the groundwork for later women academics at SCSU and
more broadly to build on the victory she had won. The very fact that a subsequent lawsuit
was necessary illustrates the continuing need for such protections under the law to remain
intact.
Because Craik’s lawsuit did not garner as much media attention as cases such as
Bernice Sandler’s and because it does not appear in history books, some may argue that
Craik’s case holds limited significance. However, this analysis of Craik’s case advances
the conversation regarding the history of legal activity as an avenue to combat
discrimination. Perhaps her case was not the first, largest, or most groundbreaking, but its
success empowered other women and advanced the overall feminist project of winning
equal protections under the law. The new evidentiary standards resulting from the suit
altered the manner in which courts analyze gender discrimination cases even today.
Moreover, Craik’s case underscores the fact that feminist activity existed (and still does)
in areas other than on the two coasts or in major urban centers. Although Minnesota is
typically considered politically liberal, Craik resided in a remote and conservative part of
the state. She remained largely isolated from feminist activity and could not as easily
participate in major marches, protests, or sit-ins as women in large metropolitan areas
did. Yet, she shared the same concerns as those women. Although her actions garnered
less attention, they still proved substantial in advancing women’s causes.
Because of oral history and because Craik gave access to personal documents
about the case, we can better understand the personal toll and risks involved with filing
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such a lawsuit. Those personal stories reveal the anguish she and other women at SCSU
experienced, illustrating the tenacity required in order to wrestle with ingrained
patriarchal systems. Craik’s oral history reflections about the incident provide a multifaceted depiction of the experience that reached beyond the facts and legal arguments of a
case. The mettle she had shown earlier in her life became a sort of prelude, or a training
ground, for the endurance required of her in the lawsuit. This aspect of her legal action
exemplifies the personal sacrifices women made to improve the environment for those
who came after them.
Finally, this lawsuit forms a critical component to Craik’s personal narrative
because the newfound financial stability allowed her the freedom to return to her
hometown of Louisville and pursue other interests and passions. She desired to continue
to make an impact for women and found that philanthropy and art proved effective and
fulfilling ways to promote feminist ideals. Her financial settlement from the lawsuit
provided the means to engage in these activities, which ultimately cemented her legacy.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDING NEW EXPRESSIONS AND FACING OLD WOUNDS

The discrimination suit settlement altered both the course and the pace of Craik’s
life in the decades that followed. After a tumultuous nine years, she finally had peace of
mind: she no longer contended with daily isolation and hostile colleagues, and a tiresome
fight with a large institution no longer lingered. She also had the satisfaction of winning.
As a feminist, she acquired a sense of efficacy: she had won a hard fought discrimination
battle and contributed to lasting change in the culture of SCSU. Lastly, she experienced,
for the first time, financial security. She and Jim had pinched pennies their whole lives,
but this newfound financial freedom arrived after a persistent threat of monetary ruin as
the lawsuit progressed, providing a welcome sense of relief. Moreover, the financial
security allowed them to live where they wanted and as they pleased. For Craik, this
meant some traveling, exploring, and other pleasures. Significantly, the settlement also
enabled Craik to advance her feminist goals in new forms in her later life. This chapter
explores the years after Craik’s settlement and her eventual homecoming. From the hectic
life of a professor, feminist activist, and plaintiff in a lawsuit, she relaxed after that hardwon victory into a feminist philanthropist and a relatively renowned visual artist who
nonetheless had to struggle through difficult transitions related to aging and longstanding
family conflicts.

198

In their anthology on feminist biography, Alpern et al. conclude that feminism is a
life-process through which an elderly woman’s activities facilitate self-discovery. They
argue that in a study of a feminist’s life, the mature years deserve attention.1 Craik’s
lawsuit was the high point in her feminist odyssey, but the event-filled last years of her
life support this theory and merit examination as her feminism evolved in new ways later
in her life. Moreover, events and activities in her twilight years enable us to paint a more
complete picture of who Craik was. This final chapter is structured to begin by situating
Craik’s post-lawsuit years and then addressing several distinct aspects of Craik’s later life
with an eye toward a synthesis of her experiences. These elements include her
philanthropy, her artwork—especially its feminist themes—and her relationships,
including family and female friendships. While the chapter is organized largely
chronologically, it necessarily moves back and forth in time more than the preceding ones
and events sometimes overlap each other.
After the Lawsuit: Rejuvenation and Homecoming
While they were still in Saint Cloud, the Craiks resolved to work on their
marriage, which had deteriorated substantially and reached its nadir in the mid-to-late
1970s. According to Craik, the couple made progress. However, she repeatedly stated
that it took several years for Jim to adapt to new patterns in their relationship. Given that
Craik was necessarily preoccupied with her ongoing legal battle and the stressors that
accompanied it, they were likely unable to focus completely on themselves. Perhaps
relocating to Manhattan and shedding their troubles provided them with the opportunity
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to reconnect with each other. The Craiks spoke with Richard and Juliet by telephone
during this period while Stephen remained missing.
When Craik discussed her time in Manhattan with Jim she recalled practically
nothing but dates and outings, and her nonverbal language changed. She smiled widely, a
smile that registered in her eyes, her gestures became more animated, and her posture
more upright. Her whole body appeared to reflect the relaxation and freedom she enjoyed
while she lived in New York City.
The Craiks lived in Manhattan for approximately five years, from 1986 to 1990.
She lived it up while she was there. She splurged on oysters every couple of months, one
of her favorite Big Apple activities, and she attended several Broadway productions
through a program that offered discounted tickets to retired educators. Each day, she said,
was an adventure: “Every morning we would get up and say, ‘What are we going to do
today?’ I got to go to all of the museums and we just explored neighborhoods. I had the
most wonderful five years of my life there.”2
Reflecting on their relationship in their later years, Craik has revealed, “The thing
with mine and Jim’s relationship, in the long run, was that we became good friends as
well as being married to each other. And sometimes I think maybe that’s more important.
If you can say ‘We are good friends,’ and we were.”3 It seemed their time together in
Manhattan reinvigorated their marriage, allowing them to remain together.
While Craik largely focused on enjoying life, reconnecting with Jim, and perhaps
even some self-healing after her ordeal in Saint Cloud, she did not completely abandon
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her feminist activism. She remained too exhausted after her tiring lawsuit to take on any
large-scale efforts in the continual battle for women’s rights, especially efforts requiring
emotional expenditures, but she desired to contribute in some way. Therefore, she joined
the Manhattan chapter of NOW. As the largest chapter in the nation at the time, it
enjoyed significant financial resources, though Craik thought that the number of women
who actively participated in the chapter was lacking.
Craik recalled volunteering, with other NOW members, at the Bedford Hills
Correctional Facility for Women, known for housing rather infamous inmates whose
crimes became national news stories. One example was Jean Harris, who was convicted
for murdering her former romantic partner, Dr. Herman Tarnower, the renowned
cardiologist and author of The Scarsdale Diet. Another inmate, Marybeth Tinning, had
been found guilty of murdering her four-month-old child, and was suspected of
murdering eight of her other children in previous years. Bedford Hills was also known for
its many integrative programs for prisoners such as the AIDS Counseling and Education
program (ACE) which has since been emulated at other women’s prisons. Craik
particularly appreciated some of the educational programming, especially since the
inmates could obtain a college degree. She remembered spreading the mission of NOW
to the inmates in the prison: “There were a small number of us who were active, so we
had money to do lots of things. And one of the things that we did, which I think was
really neat, … a small group of us went up to Bedford Women’s Prison and helped them
form a NOW chapter within the prison.”4 It seems that with this volunteer opportunity,

4
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Craik discovered a balance between voluntarism and leisure time that satisfied her for the
time being.
As blissful as the Craiks’ time in Manhattan was, it was short-lived, as Craik later
reflected: “Jim was diagnosed with the onset of emphysema and you can’t live in New
York if you can’t walk.”5 Consequently, the couple moved back to Louisville in
September of 1990 when Craik was sixty-six years old. Although they were concerned
about Jim’s health, they returned to Louisville largely content with their lives and their
marriage. Their stint in New York City was like a five-year-long vacation that provided
rest and joy. Most importantly, after enduring nearly two decades of a debilitatingly toxic
work environment, financial pressures, a strained marriage, and the disappearance of their
son, Stephen, their time in Manhattan allowed them to recuperate. The return to
Louisville provided an opportunity for additional healing regarding Craik’s connection to
Richard, her oldest son. He had remained in Louisville since 1959, when Craik had sent
him alone on a train from El Paso. He was approximately forty-seven when Craik moved
back to Louisville. The two remained connected intermittently throughout the years—in
fact, Craik recalled attending one of his weddings at some point in the 1980s. However,
their relationship never had rebounded completely. Living in the same town again
increased the potential to reconnect.
Initially, upon their return the Craiks desired a place downtown. Hoping they
would not have to purchase a car, they wanted a place where they could easily walk to
restaurants, recreation, and shops, or that was close to public transportation if they needed
to travel to the outskirts of town. They bought a condominium at Crescent Center on

5
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Third Street that suited their needs at first. As Jim’s health deteriorated, however, he
began to require oxygen and more frequent doctor visits. Moreover, the three floors in
their residence became too difficult for Jim to tackle each day. At this point, they moved
to the suburbs in a one-story home on Fairhill Drive, close to the Veterans Affairs
Hospital where Jim received treatment. They renovated the mid-century modern home,
which had a large backyard where Craik regularly fed birds and a stray outdoor cat that
visited frequently. Richard had helped them with some of the landscaping. Nancy
Theriot, a friend whom the Craiks met after they returned to Louisville remembered the
house and the backyard: “We would just sit around and talk and it would be funny. They
were very good with each other; they had their little routines and the house had this big
old yard … there was art stuff all over the yard and Jim had all these plants he was
watering.”6
Craik understood that with Jim’s fragile health, the return to Louisville, unlike the
move to New York, was permanent. In addition to reacquainting themselves with the city,
Craik sought to more fully immerse herself in the community than she had in Manhattan.
She pursued friendships, hoping to establish a network of others with shared interests.
At first, she looked up some of the members of the Devilkins. She met with some
of her childhood friends, but found that they did not relate as they had in their younger
days. Perhaps the passage of time made it too difficult to reestablish the friendships,
though the conservative leanings of many of the women probably impaired those
relationships too. Reconnecting with these old friends generated little enthusiasm for
Craik. However, she discovered the Louisville Area Fiber and Textile Artists (LAFTA),

6
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founded in 1995, and she eagerly joined, although the specific year is unclear. Through
this organization, Craik met many other people interested in artistic endeavors, the
majority of whom also shared her allegiance to liberal politics. Many of the women from
this group became her closest friends, and in later years as she aged and endured
emotional upheaval in her personal life, she came to rely on them exclusively.
Feminism in Philanthropy: Women’s Education
Although Craik had retired from higher education, she remained interested in
ensuring that more women received a quality education. In addition to artistic friends,
Craik desired connections in the academic community who shared her interest in feminist
education. In 1993, Craik read an article in the Courier-Journal about Howard
Schnellenberger, then football coach at the University of Louisville. Schnellenberger’s
recruitment techniques relied on enlisting attractive undergraduate women students to
meet with potential student athletes to persuade them to attend the University of
Louisville.7 Craik found this program offensive, as did several women faculty and staff
on campus who were interviewed by the Courier-Journal about the recruitment
technique. Nancy Theriot, then chair of the Women’s Studies Program at the University
of Louisville, was one of those women. Theriot believed that this procedure objectified
women and said as much in her interview. Craik, impressed with Theriot’s response,
reached out to her, delighted to have found another potential feminist companion in
Louisville, particularly one with an interest in feminist education. After having lunch
together, they began to socialize more regularly, with Jim included, and the three
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developed a friendship. Although Jim’s health remained a constant concern, Craik
seemed content as she adjusted to life in Louisville. She settled into what appears to have
been a peaceful and happy retirement, staying as active and busy as possible. She
certainly appreciated her new economic status as she entered this new phase of life, but
she desired to do something meaningful with her money, something to support women,
rather than spend it lavishly on herself. She retained a lifelong passion for a wide range of
women’s issues: financial independence, reproductive rights, domestic violence, sexual
assault, and promoting women who seek positions of power such as elected office and
administrative roles. Craik’s belief that education for women is the most effective tool in
the fight to change these areas was a conviction rooted in her own experiences.
As Craik developed her friendship with Theriot, she learned more about the
University of Louisville and its Women’s Studies Program. In an effort to remove
financial barriers from women and girls as they sought a college education, in 1994 she
initiated the Mary Craik Scholarship for women students at the university. Regarding her
decision to establish the scholarship, Craik reflected, “From my freshman year through
my Master’s and my Ph.D. I always had a full scholarship, and that is the reason that I
decided what I wanted to do with my money was to provide scholarships for women.
Because I think education is the way out.”8 Having grown up in poverty with dim
prospects for her future, Craik valued the financial assistance she had received as she
completed her education, and she likely saw herself in many of the young women her
scholarship targeted.

8
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Had Craik been able to take advantage of a similar scholarship offer to the
University of Louisville as a high school student, her life would have certainly been
radically different. Though she undoubtedly loved Jim, one might speculate that both
of her marriages were an escape from her situation at the time, and her decision to
marry was incentivized by her dim economic prospects. She remembered, “Getting the
education is what changed my life and made it possible for me to be financially
independent, which I’m sorry to say, I didn’t consciously realize it until I put together
the fact that I made more money than Jim did. And I didn’t have to depend on him for
food and housing.”9 Craik’s comments imply that her financial independence meant
she could survive if she left Jim during the time their marriage deteriorated,
particularly in the 1970s when he contemplated an affair. Prior to her education and
subsequent employment at SCSU, she did not have that option. Though she did not
leave Jim, the knowledge that she could was a catalyst for her demand for a more
equitable marriage.
Craik believed that helping other women become more financially independent
allows them to acquire agency, autonomy, and, in general, more life options. She once
said, “Getting the education is what changed my life … and made it possible for me to be
financially independent. … I hate to say that I’m sure there are a lot of women who put
up with all kinds of stuff because they are dependent financially on a man, and so they
can’t afford to have these thoughts.”10 She hoped to provide that independence for
women students at the University of Louisville.
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It may seem counterintuitive that Craik established the scholarship at the
University of Louisville instead of at SCSU. Although the exact year is unknown, Craik
did initially send money to SCSU, but she felt that it was not well received. She recalled,
“At Saint Cloud, I [gave] ten thousand dollars and sent a quilt for them to auction off, and
that money [would] go into the scholarship. And the next magazine … said that ‘Herb
Goodrich donated ten thousand dollars, and Hal Lieberman donated ten thousand dollars,
and Mary Craik donated a quilt.’ I was so pissed!”11 Feeling belittled and unappreciated,
Craik decided not to continue donating to SCSU. She asserted, “How stupid could they
be? Because I had planned to do the same thing at Saint Cloud as I did for the University
of Louisville until they did that to me. I wrote a very nasty letter.”12 The initial ten
thousand dollars is still there, but, Craik exclaimed, “I’ve never given them another penny.
I think that they still don’t like me there. And there are not very many of them left that
know me anymore”13 This slight from SCSU likely enhanced her interest in donating
money to women in her home city. Craik’s reaction to this incident highlights her desire
for recognition and positive attention for her financial donations and contributions. Her
interest in supporting women was genuine, but she was not likely one who ever donated
anonymously to organizations. Moreover, the fact that she withdrew financial support
from an academic institution when she became angry proved to be a tactic she would
employ again in later years when she became angry with certain incidents at the
University of Louisville.
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Although Craik ceased adding to the fund she established at SCSU, Julie
Andrzejewski, Craik’s close friend and colleague from her time there, occasionally added
to it before her retirement in the 2000s. This account was likely the source that supported
Kris Jazwinski’s course release so that she could analyze the data for her lawsuit against
SCSU in the 1990s.
Meanwhile, back at the University of Louisville, the Mary B. Craik Endowment
continued growing after it was established in 1994. Setting it up as an endowment meant
that the principle balance would always remain. Craik initiated the scholarship at the
University of Louisville with an amount of $70, 300.14 Additionally, she contributed one
of her quilts to the university as a prize for the donor who gave the largest amount to her
scholarship fund. The initial amount grew as she continued to donate her monthly
settlement installment to the fund. Craik also stipulated in her will that upon her death,
her, Jim’s, and Juliet’s IRA accounts would be added, as well as proceeds from the sale
of all of her artwork and of her East Market Street building (last appraised at
approximately one million dollars).15 She once proudly boasted, “Eventually, when I’m
gone, and the whole estate is sold, there will be enough money in it to do full
scholarships, a stipend, and any expenses that they can document that they incur for their
education, even babysitting if they need to pay for babysitting.”16 Craik’s experience as a
single mother with Richard, and later as a virtually single mother of three with Jim’s
prolonged absences while she attended school, influenced this inclusion.
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Craik noted her objective to help women when she arranged the original
agreement with the University of Louisville Foundation to establish the scholarship
endowment. The document stated: “[T]he Donor intends to help poor women complete a
college degree, become aware of the problems of women in our society, and be able to
assist other women in similar circumstances to do the same.”17 The requirements dictated
that a recipient must have completed at least thirty hours (sophomore status), have a
minimum cumulative G.P.A. of 2.5, and demonstrate financial need. Craik also outlined
additional criteria, including that the awardee should be a woman pursuing a degree at the
University of Louisville “who has demonstrated a commitment to the role and
advancement of women.” Additionally, she cited a preference for students who grew up
or resided in Louisville’s West end, single mothers, and/or those who focused on
Women’s Studies.18 In 1998, Craik amended the scholarship agreement with the
University of Louisville, removing the partiality for women from Louisville’s West end.
The reasons for this shift are not clear. The change proves especially confounding
because it came one year after Craik had been inducted into the Shawnee High School
Hall of Fame. She was proud of this accomplishment, which she advertised on a personal
website she eventually created. She also always remained proud of her childhood
neighborhood. Given these truths, it does not appear as if the removal of the preference
for women from the West End of Louisville should be construed as any sort of slight to
the Portland neighborhood of her upbringing.
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Through the years, Craik participated in the selection of her scholarship’s
recipients, monitored its financial growth, and remained involved in other aspects of the
endowment. Although the reason for doing so is not clear, Craik amended her agreement
with the University of Louisville Foundation once more in 2006. In this version, she
added new preferences for those who would receive the awards, and prioritized them in
order. The agreement now read:
Preference will be given to applicants who meet one or more of the
following criteria, with criteria listed in order of preference: 1. Single
mothers; 2. Students who have selected a concentration of study
(undergraduate major or minor; or graduate degree) in “Women’s and
Gender Studies”; 3. Students in any other undergraduate degree program;
4. Students in the following professional and graduate degree programs: a)
medicine; b) law; c) MBA; d) any other graduate field.19
These preferences remained as such as of 2020.
As the years continued, Craik continued her social, philanthropic, and artistic
pursuits. One way she could combine all three of these interests was by donating her
gallery space for special events, including lectures and readings associated with the
University of Louisville. One such example was a multi-media art performance written
by a then Uppity Woman, Estella Majozo, in November 2008. Additionally, through the
years, Craik hosted political fundraisers for Democratic candidates there. The last highprofile event was for Andy Beshear when he was a candidate for the office of Kentucky
Attorney General in 2015. Beshear won his race, assuming office on January 4, 2016, and
then later becoming governor of Kentucky in 2019.
Through all of her continued activity, the Craik Scholarship and its connection to
feminism always remained one of her top priorities. As such, she became troubled by
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scandals that erupted at the University of Louisville, believing they hampered feminist
progress at academic institutions. These incidents and the administration’s management
of them caused her to reconsider whether she trusted the university’s foundation to
continue controlling her endowment. Reports broke in June 2008 that Robert Felner,
Dean of the College of Education and Human Development, had defrauded both the
University of Louisville and University of Rhode Island of millions of dollars from grant
awards. Complaints from employees about Felner’s abusive and vindictive behaviors also
came to light. The University of Louisville President, James Ramsey, initially supported
Felner, disregarding both employee grievances and the fraud, and his behaviour appalled
Craik. She was especially upset that Ramsey seemed to ignore women’s claims that
Felner sexually harassed them. Notably, Felner eventually pleaded guilty to the fraud and
served prison time.20
The revelation in April 2009 that men’s basketball coach Rick Pitino had an affair
with Karen Sypher, wife of an equipment manager for the team, followed the Felner scandal.
Craik despised Rick Pitino, and while she found Sypher’s actions objectionable (Sypher
attempted to blackmail Pitino after the affair) she found the university’s defense of him to be
even more reprehensible. She feared the institution’s defensiveness would prohibit other
women from coming forward to disclose sexual harassment or discrimination at the university.
Moreover, Craik believed that Ramsey’s dual role as both President and Director
of the Foundation provided him with too much leeway when it came to spending
endowment funds. She worried that Ramsey would use endowment funds to pay for legal
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defenses or settlements to cover for some of the bad actors employed at the university
(such as Pitino) and she did not want any of her money to contribute to “Ramsey’s slush
fund,” as she deemed it.21
Finally, Craik grew concerned because the foundation communicated to her that
her scholarship could not be reserved only for women students because doing so would
be discriminatory, and the university could not discriminate based on gender. This news
proved the last straw for Craik, and in the summer of 2009, she asked the University of
Louisville Foundation to return her funds so that she could place her endowment with the
private investment firm of Hilliard and Lyons instead.
However, when Craik originally established the endowment with the University of
Louisville Foundation, she had signed an agreement that her donated funds were irrevocable.
When the Foundation refused to return her money, Craik, furious, involved her attorney.
Craik had already decided to begin an endowment at Hilliard and Lyons so that
she could control how the scholarship was awarded. She provided an ultimatum to the
university: if they returned the money to her, she would continue exclusively awarding
women students who attended the University of Louisville from the Hilliard and Lyons
account. If they did not return the money, she would sever her relationship with the
University of Louisville. In this case, the scholarship would be for women students to
attend any school in Kentucky. Craik knew the Hilliard and Lyons account would grow
significantly when she died, and that the University of Louisville, by failing to agree,
could lose students to other schools. Craik displayed her anger regarding this matter—
and a hint of her brash personality—in a September 13, 2009 email: “I told [the
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University of Louisville Foundation] that hell will freeze before they get another penny
from me. … [T]hey can go to hell. My attorney is talking to [staff member at foundation].
My money will be used to help women get an education period.22
Two days after Craik sent that caustic email, she received an email from an
employee of the Foundation who struck a softer tone with Craik. Soon after, Craik
reached a new agreement with the University of Louisville Foundation. According to
Gibbs,
Although she was willing to walk away from a very substantial amount of
scholarship money that had been contributed to the University
Foundation, her attorney was able to convince the Board of that
foundation to return over three hundred thousand dollars. … I was very
surprised by this move, but it happened, and I’m glad it did. 23
A question remains about whether or not Craik had to pay a tax penalty for
transferring the funds. However, if she was willing to walk away from all of the money at
the University of Louisville Foundation, she was likely willing to lose money in the form
of a tax penalty as well. Regardless, she got what she wanted. Her endowment funds were
transferred to Hilliard and Lyons, and as of 2020 the Craik scholarship continued to be
awarded only to women students who attend the University of Louisville.
A document on file with Hilliard and Lyons in 2020 stipulates that the scholarship
selection committee shall have five members on it. Craik appointed the original
committee, which included her and four additional members. If replacements were ever
needed, others on the committee could submit nominees, but they had to be approved by
Craik. With her death, a new process for filling vacancies would be required.
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The funds transferred to Hilliard and Lyons before the next scholarship selection
in the spring of 2010. Craik was, no doubt, pleased with this outcome. Nonetheless, she
still harbored ill will towards the University of Louisville’s administration. She forcefully
revealed her feelings in this August 6, 2010 email:
I am very happy that the scholarship is at Hillyard [sic] and Lyon instead
of the Foundation who tried to screw me … I do not support U of L. I
support women. However, I have to admit that U of L is no worse than
others. They are all sexist.”24
This comment affirms that Craik’s main philanthropic interest was assisting
women rather than being a loyal supporter of a particular university or its programs. This
email also reveals the brash, obnoxious side of her personality to which she had referred
during her time at SCSU.
By this time, Craik was eighty-six years old. While she could rest assured her
endowment was firmly established to follow her wishes, she was no longer able to create
art quilts as it became too physically demanding. This reality proved difficult for her as
her artwork had become an important outlet for her. The creative output allowed her to
express her feminism in new ways, and it also served as a welcome distraction from some
of the personal turmoil she experienced in these years. The following section explores
some of Craik’s feminist themed art quilts and examines how and why the act of quilting
became so important to her.
Feminism in Artwork
Because Craik valued creating art her entire life, it is essential to analyze this
aspect of her life work to explore what it reveals about her. Notably, her approach to art
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and her creations changed as she did. At first Craik delved into painting. She proved a
competent painter; however, she felt she demonstrated more proficiency in sewing. “I
also knew that I could work with fabric better than most people. So for my second career
I decided that, do the fabric, get the quilting machine, and all that. That was the best way
I could express myself as far as being an artist was concerned. I just [kind of] grew into it
because of all my life being associated with a sewing machine.”25 Craik began work as a
textile and fiber artist, specializing in art quilts.
Throughout most of her life, she sewed for domestic purposes as she made dresses
and clothing for herself, and later, for her children and Jim. At one point, she earned
money by constructing dresses and completing alterations in a dress shop. And, of course,
Craik had in youth and middle age won many prizes in domestic contests and pageants
with her sewing and design skills. In her later years, sewing was no longer a domestic or
financial need for her, nor did it have a specific function. Yet, creating these quilts was
more than a hobby to her; Craik approached her work seriously. She has described the
natural transition into life as a full-time artist:
“All through my life I had been involved with sewing, and using fabric
was just a part of my life. And after I had retired, I decided that I wanted
to do something. I had always been interested in art. For a long part of it,
it was other people’s art and I never really thought, ‘I could be an artist.’
But as time went on, I realized fabric was something that I could do as an
artist.”26
Though not formally taught, she possessed significant artistic skill and a passion
for art that she could never fully develop as a busy wife, mother, student, and later,
professor. These restrictions evaporated in her retirement, and she devoted more time and
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energy to visual art. She departed from her past projects, enthused by using fabric to
create non-functional artistic forms. Craik’s machine-sewn quilt work is meticulous, with
detailed, refined, and precise stitching. The majority of her work is laden with bright,
vivid colors, and typically the designs are abstract. Craik was skilled at incorporating
textures and/or three-dimensional elements into her quilts, such as wooden beads,
ribbons, and yarns. At times she dyed, painted, or otherwise modified the fabrics included
in her quilts. She designed all of her quilt tops thoughtfully in terms of aesthetics and
carefully considered ways to express herself, especially in her feminist themed quilts.
Craik became ensconced in the Louisville art community and held her first solo
art show in her hometown in 1998 at the Anonymous Art Gallery. This exhibition was the
first of many accolades that would follow in the coming years. Her artwork was accepted
at numerous shows and galleries nationally and internationally and received several
prestigious awards. The U.S. Department of State purchased a series of four of her works
entitled Tree of Life, Four Seasons, and installed them in the United States Embassy in
Quito, Ecuador in July 2008. Craik and these works were featured in a catalog the
embassy in Quito published to highlight its art collection in 2019. The four wall hangings
depict a tree in each of the four seasons. Among the awards she won in her later years
were the First Place Award in Great American Spirit, a traveling show inspired by the 911 attacks in New York City; Best in Show in the Contemporary Abstracts Show in Mill
Valley, California; and the People’s Choice Award at the National Women’s Music
Festival and Art Show sponsored by Kent State University.27
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As she became more serious about her art, she aspired to have a larger working
space completely reserved for her artwork. She also desired a place to exhibit regularly as
her confidence in her skill grew. She proudly asserted, “I think if I’m going to be honest,
and I hope it doesn’t sound like I’m bragging, but I think my quilted wall hangings are as
good as anybody’s. I think that’s where my talent was and I’m happy about that.”28 She
wanted to show those works off.
Sometime in the late 1990s or early 2000s, Craik was excited to have found a
local artist co-op, wherein members rented studio space and took turns displaying works
in their shared gallery space. She hoped to become a member and applied to join, but was
rejected. When she asked for an explanation, the members told her, “You just wouldn’t
fit in.” Craik recalled, “I was so angry, and so hurt. Jim said, ‘To hell with them, honey.
You know I’m not going to live much longer. Go down there and find a place that you
can move to, where you can have a gallery.’”29 After all that she had been through with
her lawsuit, Craik would not allow anyone else to tell her no.
She scouted places throughout Louisville, desiring a location that had enough space
for a studio, gallery, and apartment. In addition to the initial purchase cost, she also
considered renovation expenses and any engineering, architectural, or similar barriers that
might impede remodeling for her needs. She wanted a place with large store front windows
to provide natural light and ample parking so that her gallery could be accessible. Finally,
Craik wanted to locate a place that stood in what she perceived to be an up-and-coming
neighborhood. In 2002 she settled on an old run-down warehouse on East Market Street in
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a formerly industrialized part of Louisville, and the building’s overhaul, a sizable project,
began soon after and lasted approximately two years. To fashion it into Craik’s dream
space, construction crews emptied and stripped the narrow-but-deep warehouse and
renovated it to include her art studio, a gallery, and a spacious apartment with a two-car
garage in the back. The upstairs contained studio spaces that artists could rent.
The works Craik created with her new approach to sewing, both before and after she
relocated to East Market Street, align with larger developments in feminist art that emerged
in the second wave. In the 1960s-1970s, artists and art historians debated the difference
between “high art” and “craft.” This debate naturally coincided with the burgeoning women’s
liberation movement, often referred to as the “second wave” of feminism. As feminists like
Mary Craik sought to examine and highlight women who had been marginalized from other
fields such as psychology, history, science, and literature, so did women artists and art
historians. They demanded women be included in art history texts, museums, and exhibits.
Previously, many of the art forms relegated to the category of “craft”—such as
knitting, cross-stitching, embroidery, and quilting—bore stereotypes as women’s
domestic work or as mere hobbies. This stereotype, feminist artists and art historians
argue, ignored the artistic skill required to create these items as well as the personal
expression contained in them. These artists and scholars have noted that the distinction
instead focused erroneously on ultimately irrelevant aspects of the artwork. For example,
“artwork” emerged in public venues such as studios and museums, whereas “craftwork”
was traditionally created and displayed privately in the home. Moreover, this faulty
distinction focused on the function of a work (craft) in contrast to the creator (art). In
fact, some art critics and scholars have dismissively identified creators of quilts as
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“Anonymous,” despite the fact that many quilts are signed and dated. Notable feminist
artists, scholars, and historians, such as Jean Ray Laury, Linda Nochlin, Miriam
Schapiro, and Patricia Mainardi, have brought attention to the flawed distinction between
“high art” and “craft.” Through their own artworks or their interpretations of those
created by other women, often with a focus on quilts, scholars have discredited the
reasons the division existed. Two leading scholars in this field, Rozsika Parker and
Griselda Pollock, together examined feminist art within the framework of the “high art”
vs. “craft” debate. They have also dismissed the disparities, arguing, “[The division]
separates the makers from the objects” and reduces the women to “skilled hands and eyes
as if quilt-making bypasses the mind, feeling, thought, or intention.”30
With the new attention given to the medium, a quilting renaissance featuring a
fusion of traditional quilting with contemporary fabrics, techniques, and ideas emerged in
the 1960s, particularly through the works and writings of Jean Ray Laury. Though Craik
never cited a specific artist or quilt that influenced her work, she had clearly been influenced
by contemporary quilting as her work avoided traditional quilt patterns and fabrics such as
calico cottons with floral prints. She considered the majority of her work to be abstract, as
did the many feminist artists who pioneered art quilts before her. Craik’s use of the word
“abstract,” however, adopts significance since, within the debate between “high art” and
“craft,” some have questioned the difference between the words “abstract” and “geometric.”
This difference may seem insignificant to the layperson. To art critics, however, it is
meaningful as it relates to the Abstract Art movement of the twentieth century. Once
Abstract Art became mainstream in the 1940s, the word “abstract” became synonymous
30
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with “prestigious” and “avant-garde.” With the “abstract” reserved for “high art,” the word
“geometric” frequently defined “crafts” such as quilting and embroidery samplers with the
intention of separating them from the more prestigious Abstract Art.31 Feminist historians
and critics such as Mainardi, Norma Broude, and John Perrault have repeatedly rebutted this
distinction by highlighting connections between quilting and twentieth-century modernist
styles.32 This attempt to discount quilting as “geometric” rather than “abstract” illustrates the
widespread disregard of the personal expression contained within textile arts.
Parker and Pollock also highlight the importance of quilting’s abstract patterns as
personal expression, arguing that they often gave a voice to women who were otherwise
voiceless. They write, “Free from the pressures of the dominant conventions of
contemporary painting, perspective, illusionism and narrative subject matter, the quilt
makers evolved an abstract language to signify and communicate their joys and sorrows,
their personal and social histories.”33 Parker and Pollock argue that quilts can relay
personal, political, religious, and social meanings in abstract forms, sometimes secretly.
One example of a political quilt is Mrs. Cook’s Secession Quilt, created by a
nineteenth-century Confederate woman who supported southern secession. Jemima Cook,
a resident of South Carolina, designed this quilt with American symbols, such as the bald
eagle and the motto, “E Pluribus Unum.” She added the words “Secession 1860,” and
images of Palmetto trees, the state symbol of South Carolina, to celebrate the state’s
secession. When Sherman’s army marched through South Carolina, Cook buried the
quilt, perhaps to save it as well as to disguise her own political leanings when it appeared
31
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the confederacy would fall. It was discovered decades later, providing not only a peek
into American history but evidence of the way quilting could be used to communicate.
Other traditional quilts soothed and delivered messages that promoted healing,
such as quilts that commemorated a person who had died. This healing quality is
significant to the classification of quilts as feminist art. Art therapist and feminist Radka
Donnell recognizes that the ability to create a language through abstract shapes
communicated therapeutic messages. Additionally, she emphasized the tactile process of
creating quilts that requires the artist to touch soft fabrics, which is soothing. To illustrate
this point, Donnell notes that when a quilt is used functionally it is referred to as a
“comforter.” “Quilts are touchable,” she writes, adding, “they are made by touch. They
refer doubly to the body, itself touchable and touching, to the person as a body and the
body of a person…The eminently hospitable, comforting, and enveloping nature of cloth
and quilts – their purpose and their substance – make the quilt a solacing object.”34 Many
of Craik’s quilts communicate messages of healing, which proves meaningful when
interpreting her artwork as sources of expression and as feminist art.
Acknowledging that the many expressions contained in quilts are similar to those
incorporated into paintings begins to eliminate the distinction between quilting and other
forms of art, assigning the same level of value and importance to each. Parker and
Pollock have warned, “When the quilts are appreciated as decorative wall hangings or
examples of abstract design rather than as structures of abstract symbols … language …
is suppressed and denied.”35
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Despite the many art historians and artists advocating that quilting is a “high art” and
a source of personal expression from a feminist lens, Craik never identified as a feminist
artist. This stance was somewhat surprising since she readily identified as a feminist, saying,
“I get so pissed these days with young women who say, ‘I’m not a feminist BUT …’ And
then they go on to say something that shows they support feminist issues, but somehow or
other ‘feminist’ is the ‘f-word.’”36 It was even more surprising that she did not identify as a
feminist artist given her understanding of the historic marginalization of women’s art. A
man who once hung her work for a show suggested that Craik price her paintings higher
than her quilts. She surmised the reasons behind his thinking: “I put a price tag on the wall
hanging that was twice as high as the painting because it took me ten times longer to do the
fabric piece. The prejudice against fiber art, as with other prejudice, is like smog in the
atmosphere that needs to be cleared up so we can see.”37 This episode illustrates that the
debate over “high art” and “craft” continued throughout Craik’s years as a fabric artist and
suggests that her work must be situated within that debate.
In spite of this debate and her position within it, however, Craik maintained that
her art was primarily about form and color, and that no deep expression was contained
within most of her body of work.
I just wanted to make something beautiful. I didn’t have any deep meaning. It
was that I just wanted people to enjoy seeing it. [T]hat was kind of it. I
discovered I could do something that other people could enjoy just by looking
at it. So it wasn’t any big anything. My expression was, ‘It is my hope that
when people look at this, they will feel the joy that I felt while I was making
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them.’ That’s sort of my deeper soul involvement, whatever you want to call
it, is. I thought I could make people enjoy just by looking at them.38
When considering the overall body of her work, it is largely true that Craik’s
works are abstract studies in form and color. Only a small portion of her quilts contain
outright feminist themes. However, these particular quilts are so personal and poignant
that it is difficult to dismiss them as anything other than a language within abstract
shapes. A closer examination of these feminist themed quilts supports the argument that
Craik—however she has self-identified— is actually a feminist artist, despite the fact that
they make up only a small fraction within her complete catalog.
Craik created She Waited on Him Hand and Foot (81 in. x 81 in., Figure 8) to
honor her mother. Although questions persist regarding whether or not she maintained as
ideal a relationship with Meredith Wilhite as she described in interviews, there is no
doubt she held intense love, devotion, and respect for her mother. The quilt acknowledges
those feelings for her mother. Yet, the title references her father and what Craik perceived
as an oppressive marital situation. This allusion to her father offers evidence that she
harbored her negative feelings towards him well into her adulthood. For this quilt, which
is among the largest of Craik’s works, she traced her own hands and feet onto fabric and
attached them to the quilt top, a gesture that emphasizes her strong connection to her
mother. Behind the images of hands and feet, which face multiple directions without an
apparent pattern or order, are abstract shapes and forms with sharp, angular lines. These
angular lines contrast with curving, swirling lines that weave in and around the hands,
feet, and angular shapes. All of these images combined create the impression of one who
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is pulled in many directions, working tirelessly. The colors, more subdued than those in
the majority of Craik’s quilts, are black, silver, and gold, and the threads of the quilting
stitches blend with the quilt top. The silver and gold fabrics are woven with metallic
threads, providing a three-dimensional quality to the quilt. These colors and textures
communicate a heaviness and tediousness associated with the tiring work alluded to in
the work’s title. Moreover, the muted quality of the colors indicates that the labor the
quilt reflects upon is not appreciated. Craik explained her connection to the quilt:
My mother saved me. My mother protected me from everything except
my father and she couldn’t do that. But she loved me more than life itself
and any confidence, any good things that I have about me, I got from my
mom who loved me, and took care of me, and that is her memory quilt. …
And those are my hands and my feet.39

Figure 8.

She Waited on Him Hand and Foot. Mixed Fabrics, 81 in. x 81 in., date unknown.

Private Collection of Estate of Mary B. Craik, Louisville, KY. Photo by Melissa Donald.
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Craik never admitted that this was her favorite quilt, yet there were numerous
signs of her connection to it. The quilt hung in her living room, which proved meaningful
not only because it was a personal space, but it was also where she spent most of her time
in her elder years. Although Craik at first claimed that she placed it in her living room
instead of the gallery only because it was too large to hang in the gallery, she later added,
“And also, it’s nice that it reminds me of my mother.”40 This admission reinforced that
the personal expression contained in the piece was significant to Craik, and also alluded
to the soothing power of the quilt. Craik’s close friend, Patty Gibbs also recognized this
piece as a special work, both in terms of Craik’s personal connection to it and its quality,
saying, “I think that’s her masterpiece.”41
Two other quilts, banners Craik designed to pair together, also contain overtly
feminist themes. She merged her philanthropic, feminist, and artistic interests when she
donated these quilts, which were created with a three thousand dollar grant from the
Kentucky Foundation for Women, to the Women’s Center at the University of Louisville
for students to use during Take Back the Night marches. These events, which began on
some college campuses scattered throughout the U.S. and Canada in the 1970s, proliferated
to the point that Take Back the Night became a national organization in 2001. The
proceedings take place annually both on college campuses and in some larger communities.
Feminists initiated Take Back the Night marches to bring attention to domestic and sexual
abuse against women, offer support for victims, and advocate for legislation and policies to
assist them. Titled Shattered Woman at Crime Scene (23 ½ in. x 37 ¼ in., Figure 9) and
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Blood Spattered Wall with Graffiti (23 ½ in. x 37 ¼ in., Figure 10), as of 2020 these two
quilts were still displayed at the University of Louisville Women’s Center.

Figure 9.

Shattered Woman at Crime Scene. Mixed fabrics 23 ½ in. x 37 ¼ in., 2000.

Printed courtesy of the University of Louisville Women’s Center. Photo by Melissa Donald.

Figure 10. Blood Spattered Wall with Graffiti. Mixed fabrics 23 ½ in. x 37 ¼ in., 2000.
Printed courtesy of the University of Louisville Women’s Center. Photo by Melissa Donald.
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In Shattered Woman at Crime Scene, the vibrant, rainbow colored background is
hand dyed and painted silk. In contrast to the joyful background, however, is a dark,
ominous image of a dismembered female victim of domestic violence. The quilted
stitching, designed to stand out from the background, features repetitive, uneven circles
that create a chaotic, swarming effect, reminiscent of barbed wire. The effect emphasizes
that the victim depicted in the image is trapped. In its entirety, the disturbing portrayal of
a fragmented body enclosed with abrasive stitching teeming around it, positioned against
lively, vivacious colors, mirrors the dichotomy between the joy and happiness often
associated with a loving relationship and the psychological, emotional, and physical
damage associated with an abusive one.
The companion piece, Blood Spattered Wall with Graffiti, is similar in terms of
its theme, messaging, and disturbing nature. However, rather than visual imagery, this
quilt uses actual words, which leave little room for analytical doubt as to its feminist
import.
The background is bright yellow, and throughout the background, there are
splatters of vivid red fabric dye, creating the illusion of bloodstains. Bright red thread is
used for the quilting stitches, ensuring that they stand out against the yellow background.
The colors and patterns of the splatters and stitching communicate violence, chaos, and
anger. Throughout the quilted banner, many angry, defiant messages are written onto the
quilt with black marker or paint. Some messages are fairly common, such as “No means
no.” However, some are more pointed and personal, including, “Women and slaves are
the only ones who are expected to love their abusers.” Craik, when reminded of the
statement, responded, “We were expected to love them, even though they abused us. A
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lot of people are abused by people who supposedly love them. So I think there is some
truth in that statement.”42
Even more telling, Craik had written on the banner, “We hold on to a man
because we think we will die without him—like I thought I would die without daddy
even though he was killing me.” Given Craik’s history with her father, and given her
explanation regarding the previous statement she wrote on the banner, it is difficult to
interpret this missive as anything other than a personal reference. Craik’s commentary on
that statement was revealing.
I don’t remember being that deep with it! I don’t remember that at all!
Isn’t that weird? That seems very significant. And I’ve just forgotten it.
You know, my father was very, very mean to me. And he punished me, he
bragged about punishing me. I don’t remember [writing] that at all, and it
seems so important. How could I forget that? I guess we wipe some things
out that we don’t want to remember. That’s probably the best explanation
I can give you. I am really surprised at what I wrote on that. You would
think I’d remember that, wouldn’t you?43
Craik always remained emotionally guarded in oral history interviews for this
project. While she readily discussed how terrible she thought her father was, she rarely, if
ever, mentioned how he made her feel. Similarly, Craik denied that quilting had a healing
effect on her. However, in the case of this quilt and her own response to it, she contradicts
herself. She may have tried to convince others—and herself—that she “wiped” the effects
of abuse from her father from her memory. This quilt reveals, however, that she carried the
weight of the violence well into her adulthood. This conversation serves as an example of
how Craik often attempted to conceal emotional pain, but if one learned how to listen
effectively to her, one could detect subtle clues that revealed her innermost feelings.
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Another of Craik’s quilts with overt feminist themes is the fun and colorful Breaking
Through the Glass Ceiling (43 in. x 28 in., Figure 11). The quilt depicts a woman jumping
up, punching through a glass ceiling and cracking it. She used vivid blue, hot pink, purple,
yellow, red, orange, and green colors. The main image, a woman with her back to the
viewer, is simply an outline of a figure who jumps with joyful determination. The lines
within the shirt of the woman flow as loose, multi-colored waves. Three-dimensional
elements appear in this quilt. Craik applied clear plastic vinyl to portray the glass the woman
breaks. The back of her head, a ponytail full of artificial curly, blonde hair, continues the
wavy line motif. The many curvy lines coupled with the vibrant colors bring the quilt alive
with bubbliness and motion. This quilt seems to signal the joy Craik experienced when she
engaged in a meaningful battle. Craik recalled “Even though at times they were a problem—
I enjoyed a good fight. I really did. I enjoyed a good fight. And I was always ready.”44 She
also once stated, “Anger can be a motivator for something positive.”45
Another celebratory quilt, Reaching for Heaven (53 in. x 36 in., Figure 12),
remained on display as of 2020 at the Women’s Center on the University of Louisville
campus. This quilt features a woman with her arms extended towards the sky, reaching
for a star just outside of her grasp. The quilt is largely monochromatic, with gray, black,
and silver as dominant colors. Small slivers of gold appear in the main figure’s dress, but
the entirely metallic gold star at the top of the quilt draws emphasis. The quilt stitching,
which blends into the grayish/silver background, follows the outline of the woman, the
main figure in the quilt’s field. Despite the underwhelming neutral colors, this quilt
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exudes a festive feeling due to the elongated figure of the woman and the shiny metallic
fabrics. The quilted stitching also communicates a jubilant feel because of its repetitive
looping detail. Moreover, the very image of a person reaching for stars is rousing and
joyous. This quilt seems intended to encourage and inspire women to continue working
towards their dreams, even when things appear bleak and gray.

Figure 11. Breaking Through the Glass Ceiling. Mixed fabrics, clear acrylic, synthetic
hair, and nylon string 43 in. x 28 in., date unknown.
Item in possession of the author. Photo by Melissa Donald.
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Figure 12. Reaching for Heaven. Mixed Fabrics 53 x 36, date unknown.
Printed courtesy of the University of Louisville Women’s Center. Photo by Melissa Donald.

The next quilt, A Nest of Robins in Her Hair (60 ½ in. x 41 in., Figure 13),
proves to be one of Craik’s most impressive pieces. In this captivating work, the main
image is a tree that doubles as Medusa. The roots at the bottom reach down into the
earth, while the three-dimensional branches—complete with a bird’s nest—also serve
as Medusa’s hair, expanding into the surrounding space. This work combines two of
the most popular, yet contradictory, stereotypes of women: the fertile, nurturing
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mother, and the evil, rage-filled monster. A meaningful, conflicting visual clue
reinforces the incongruity of these stereotypes: The tree contains muted hues,
reminiscent of winter, with brown, lifeless branches rather than the springy green
associated with new life. Some twentieth century feminists, including Hélène Cixous
and Griselda Pollock, sought to reclaim Medusa and the feminine rage with which she
is associated. Modern interpretations of Medusa instead portray a beautiful, strong
woman with agency who protects herself, and converts anger into empowerment.
Whether Craik was familiar with the writings of these or other feminists who
deconstructed the myth of Medusa is not clear. However, she has cited anger as a
motivating force, often relaying, “Every time somebody did something that made me
mad, I got another degree!”46 She certainly understood wearing the label as a ragefilled woman, as she explained, “There were a few men on campus who felt sorry for
Jim because he was married to ‘that bitch.’”47 Perhaps she drew on that experience
when she designed and created this quilt.
An additional aspect of Craik’s life cannot be overlooked when considering this
piece. She was also a mother, the other stereotype of women featured in this quilt. Yet,
while Craik has said repeatedly that she enjoyed motherhood, it clearly brought her
great pain in that she lost all three of her children, albeit in different ways. The dull
colors perhaps implicitly acknowledge her personal experience with motherhood as
well.
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Figure 13. A Nest of Robins in Her Hair. Mixed Fabric, plastic egg, and raffia 60 ½ in. x
41 in, date unknown.
Private Collection of Estate of Mary B. Craik, Louisville, KY. Photo by Melissa Donald.

The feminist messages and themes in these particular quilts appear so evident that
identifying them as feminist quilts is hardly controversial. Clearly a language exists in
these abstract shapes. However, the fact that few of Craik’s quilts so obviously embrace
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these themes appears to problematize the characterization of her as a feminist artist
overall, at least from the vantage point of Craik herself and some who know her. Her
friend Patty Gibbs offered this distinction: “Not every piece is a feminist statement. [Her
work as a whole] is a statement on beauty, and life, and love. She’s an artist who is
definitely a feminist.”48
However, another quilt created by Craik proves weighty in this debate. The piece,
The Last Piece I Ever Made (36 in. x 24 in., Figure 14), is so titled because it is, indeed,
the last piece Craik created. It features a large eye with tear drops, expressing the sadness
she felt that she could no longer create quilts as she aged. The colors in this piece descend
from a cool light blue at the top, to somber warm colors at the bottom, finally ending in a
muted red orange hue. The downward direction of the quilting stitches mirrors the
downward motion of the tears and the darkening color placement. She even pinned a note
to it that states, “The last piece I made.”
Although this piece does not have an outwardly feminist theme, it still proves a
feminist piece when one applies the theory that quilts communicate personal expressions
through abstract language. This piece also illustrates the healing quality evident in so
many of her other quilts. Towards the end of her feminist evolution, Craik had discovered
she could use her artistic skills to communicate her deeply personal thoughts in a
compelling visual manner. This piece expresses the grief she felt, in ways words never
could, when she recognized that she was losing that ability. She was rendered silent when
she had so much left to say.
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Figure 14. The Last Piece I Ever Made. Mixed Fabrics 36 in. x 24 in., date unknown.
Private Collection of Estate of Mary B. Craik, Louisville, KY. Photo by Melissa Donald.

Much has been stated already regarding the manner in which quilting promoted
healing for Craik, yet this aspect requires further analysis, specifically in the way many of
her works allude to her childhood although it was so many years past. In terms of her
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youth, thoughts of her mother conjured pleasant recollections, even if idealized, so
creating the memory quilt likely provided comfort. Donnell connects the soothing
qualities of mothers with the soothing qualities of quilts, writing:
Quilts recall and embody the first and greatest solacing object in our lives:
our mothers. Quilts mediate a sense of the beloved body of the mother, a
sense which is not first attached to appearance, but instead to the
continuity of touch and body comforts. The reference goes beyond visual
structures, design patterns, and formalist vocabularies, to a deeper
supportive matrix.49
That Craik linked her mother with sewing, fabric, and quilting is undeniable.
When this memory is combined with the recollections of her mother giving her joy and
love in a tumultuous home, it is reasonable to theorize that Craik associated the comfort
of quiltmaking with the comfort of her mother. This maternal connection to quilts is
obvious in She Waited on Him Hand and Foot.
Allusions to Craik’s father and domestic violence, impossible to ignore, emerge in
She Waited on Him Hand and Foot, Blood Splattered Wall with Graffiti, and Shattered
Woman at Crime Scene. These pieces demonstrate that she found healing through
creating them: she unflinchingly spoke against domestic violence through them,
becoming emboldened in the process.
Moreover, although Craik claimed quilting did not provide healing for her, she
contradicted herself in her account of Jim’s death in 2004 which left her distraught. She
acknowledged her reliance on the therapeutic qualities of art during this time when she
was so devastated she did not remember even writing an obituary for Jim following his
death: “All I remember is being in and out of the hospital and lying on the couch knitting
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and watching television.”50 And significantly, she acknowledged the urge to “wipe out”
parts of her life—hurtful parts—that she did not want to remember. Perhaps the soothing
quality of quilting and of the fabrics it employs assisted Craik’s inclination in a
metaphorical and a literal fashion to “wipe out” lingering wounds and hurtful memories.
Gibbs, too, recognized the therapeutic qualities art had for her friend, saying, “I look back
on her whole life, she said she was always making things. It’s been, I think, a release for
her all her life.”51 This fact proves essential to understanding Craik’s artistry and the
meaning it held for her.
The evolution in her artwork mirrors her personal evolution: initially, Craik’s
artwork conformed to rigid, gendered norms. As her outlook on women’s work and their
place in society transitioned to a feminist viewpoint, her art followed suit. She no longer
created out of financial necessity or because she desired fashionable clothing she could
not afford. She now made art quilts, only for aesthetic or expressive purposes.
Given the obvious feminist expressions incorporated into some for Craik’s works,
the fact that she always resoundingly rebuffed the feminist artist label commands
analysis. Feminist scholar Estelle Freedman, in her book No Turning Back, states that
some feminist artists themselves worry about the feminist label, fearing that it
essentializes gender and assumes all women have the same experience and aesthetic. She
writes, “Reducing either gender or race to an essential type ignores their complexity.”52
Many second wave feminists rejected these essentialist gender labels. Assigning the word
“woman” before professions such as doctor, lawyer, professor, and artist, often translated
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to “inferior.” Craik did not want to be known as a woman artist, but as an artist. Perhaps
she feared others might have made essentialist assumptions and ignored her work if it
was labeled as feminist art.
Of course, Craik also rejected the notion that she was a feminist artist because
most of her works do not contain explicit feminist themes. She situated her quilts as
studies in color, abstract forms, and texture. Yet, if it is true that abstract shapes are
language and expression, then there is more to Craik’s abstract quilts than she ever
acknowledged. Throughout this oral history project, Craik rarely offered deeply
emotional statements that revealed her feelings. However, her artwork more clearly
expressed her intimate thoughts. Parker and Pollock’s warning must be heeded: it will not
suffice to regard Craik’s quilts as mere abstract designs. Her works contain a language,
even those absent outright feminist themes. If nothing else, all of her quilts communicate
a message of healing for Craik, as she summarized visually through The Last Piece I Ever
Made.
In addition to the healing expressed in Craik’s quilts, there is arguably another
feminist message in her abstract quilts. Donnell argues, “I believe that nothing furthers
our understanding of contemporary quiltmaking more than showing its empowering
effect on a woman’s emotional and theoretical standing.”53 Perhaps the feminist message
the transformed Craik subconsciously expressed in these quilts was quite simple: I am
empowered. I make what I want, how I want, and when I want.
Donnell asserts, “The treatment of cloth and quiltmaking requires many daring
actions which are accompanied by much reflection. The dismantling and rearranging of
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something old … and the creation of something new takes courage and is aimed at
liberation.”54 This statement reflects Craik’s attitude in making bold creations which
reflected her independence. This transition, both in her style of art and her approach to
creating it, marked another phase of Craik’s evolution as a feminist activist.
Family and Friends
Craik savored the time she spent on these philanthropic and artistic activities and
the new ways she could enact her feminism. Throughout the years she concentrated on
these pursuits, however, she still contended with personal turmoil that disrupted her
otherwise content retirement. Longstanding family tensions burrowed their way into her
peaceful existence, and Jim’s health steadily deteriorated. Juliet also fell gravely ill.
Perhaps Craik hoped to continue to ignore the lingering frictions between her and her
sons, but it appears that they remained profoundly affected by past events and could not
simply gloss over their anger and pain. In the last years of her life, Craik relied heavily on
her female friendships to help her work through some of this emotional upheaval. As she
aged and her own health deteriorated, she relied on these women exclusively to tend to
her health and fiscal matters. What follows is an examination of Craik’s relationships
with her family and close friends in her later years, and I analyze and attempt to
understand the nature of these connections.
In 1998, eight years after her move to Louisville, Craik had found success and
happiness with her activities: her scholarship was firmly established and she was working
on her first solo art exhibit. She maintained a cordial relationship with her son Richard,
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and it appeared she had largely escaped confronting her family strains, even though her
son Stephen had been missing for thirty years by this time. After decades passed from
when he first went missing, the Craiks assumed Stephen had died and the lack of closure
surely made that situation difficult to bear. Then Craik received a startling phone call:
About three days after Christmas in 1998, we got a telephone call from a
woman who wanted to know, ‘Do you have a son named Stephen who
was born September 24, 1946, at Norton’s Infirmary?’ And Jim said,
‘Yes, but he’s presumed dead.’ And she said, ‘He is not dead. He is
married to my daughter and lives in Florida, and you have three
grandchildren.’”55
Stephen had told his wife and children that his parents were dead, but his motherin-law had always doubted the veracity of his story. With only a few clues, she searched
for his parents by calling every Craik in the Louisville phone book. If the Craiks had not
returned to Louisville, it is likely they would never have reunited with Stephen. After
speaking with Stephen’s mother-in-law on the phone, Craik, in a frenzy, immediately
called him. She recalled that she got an answering machine, and though she does not
remember exactly what she said, she reflected that “I must have sounded like a crazy
woman.”56 Later, Stephen’s daughter happened to check the messages. After hearing
Craik’s message, she allegedly said to Stephen, “Dad, your dead mother’s on the
phone.”57
The shock of rediscovering Stephen caused Jim to become severely ill. The
couple’s friend, Nancy Theriot, remembered waiting in the hospital emergency room
with the Craiks after the phone call came. More than anything, Theriot recalled how the
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incident angered Jim: “When [Stephen] reentered their lives, Jim was so pissed that he
had left for so long and given Mary such grief that at first Jim was like, ‘I don’t care, I
don’t want to have anything to do with him. He turned his back on us, on you (Mary), I
don’t care.’”58 Theriot also recalled that despite Jim’s intensely negative feelings towards
Stephen, Craik desperately wanted to see her son and to perhaps establish a relationship
with her grandchildren. Therefore, when Jim recovered from his illness, the Craiks
traveled to Florida to reunite with Stephen and meet his wife, Crystal, and his three
children, Amber, Jessica, and James.
Craik did not receive answers to her many questions about the interim decades,
however. In 2011 she reflected, “To this day, he will not talk about why. All he says is,
‘Let’s just forget about the past and look to the future.’ And so, what am I going to do? I
just decided I have to accept…”59 Her voice trailed off as she contemplated the issue,
illustrating the lingering confusion and hurt that seemed to have eclipsed any joy she
might have experienced upon their reunion. This whole bewildering scenario surely left
Craik with conflicting emotions. She likely remained sad, hurt, and confused, but also
relieved to know Stephen was alive. Although they spoke infrequently, she kept the lines
of communication open with Stephen and his family via telephone after she returned to
Louisville and settled back into her life. Perhaps she hoped to rebuild this relationship
when she reconnected with Stephen, but his apparent reluctance to bridge the gap
between them prevented closeness. Craik’s focus on philanthropy and art permitted her to
ignore the fault lines shifting beneath the bond between her and Stephen. Meanwhile, her
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relationship with Richard was similarly superficial. He visited her during this period, but
it does not appear that they developed intimacy, nor does it appear that they ever
confronted their troubled past.
The Craiks’ relationships with their sons continued in this manner as the twentyfirst century began. Meanwhile, the couple remained happy together and continued in
their routine. They purchased the warehouse on East Market Street in 2002, and work on
that building progressed. The renovations took two years, and in 2004 their new home
neared completion. Their excitement mounted, but Jim never lived to move into the
space. His health continued to deteriorate through the years, and he succumbed to
emphysema on May 22, 2004.
Craik recalled feeling so shell-shocked that she hardly remembers anything in the
aftermath of Jim’s death. It must have been a surreal time as none of the children returned
home immediately when he died, an apparent indication of the deep gulf that had long
divided the family. Even Juliet, who always remained in contact with her parents, did not
immediately come home. Craik asserted that it did not bother her that the children did not
come to see her when Jim passed, and, in fact, she did not even recall notifying them. “I
was so closed in. I don’t even think I was in contact with them for a while. I can’t
remember, it was so horrible. But I know nobody did anything, and I didn’t do
anything.”60
Craik’s memory in this account is somewhat flawed. Her friend Nancy Theriot
remembers contacting Craik’s attorney for her, who then handled many of the
arrangements and other calls. It is likely the attorney would have notified the children.
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Stephen and Juliet eventually came to check on their mother, but not until several months
later. Craik herself did not disclose this information in any interviews, and the only
person who seemed to remember seeing the children after Jim’s death was her friend
Joyce Garner. Garner recalled that Juliet in particular seemed concerned about her mother
living alone. Garner also remembered that it took a while for Juliet to travel to Kentucky
because she had horses and several other animals that made it impossible for her to leave
on a moment’s notice. 61
By all accounts, Craik became nearly incapacitated with grief when Jim died,
leaving Theriot, her closest friend at the time, to manage some affairs related to his
passing. In fact, Craik became so inconsolable and distraught that she fell ill and was
admitted into the hospital. At this point, Theriot briefly managed some of Craik’s medical
matters as well.
Jim’s passing also proved a difficult time for Theriot because she, too, had grown
close to him and grieved his death. More than that, Theriot, who was in the Craiks’ home
the evening Jim passed away, was troubled by the fact that he had died alone in his room
without loved ones by his side. It seems as if Craik’s anxiety and grief prohibited her
from being in Jim’s room, and she pulled Theriot from Jim’s bedside into an adjacent
room to keep her (Craik) company. Theriot found the episode distressing and it altered
her perception of Craik. Theriot recalled, “I know that maybe some people handle grief
that way and maybe she was just freaked about his death. I know she was very distraught
when he died but. … My sense about Mary really changed.”62 Theriot witnessed Craik’s
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self-centered tendency first-hand, and the frequency of their calls and visits decreased
afterwards as their friendship weakened.
Despite Craik’s questionable actions as Jim passed, she was, indeed, distraught.
She retreated more deeply into her artistic endeavors. She blacked out her memories of
Jim’s passing and did not remember much, including whether or not he even had a
funeral. She only recalled turning to art for solace:
I had an irregular heartbeat and was in the hospital after Jim died. And
they said, ‘You can die of a broken heart.’ … After Jim died, for six
months I don’t know where I was. I laid [SIC] on the couch and knitted …
I was just out of it. I knitted a hat every day or a scarf every day until I
worked through it and got involved with [the new building] … that’s
when I started making a new life for myself.63.
Craik found the Market Street property to be another positive diversion from
Jim’s death, but she experienced additional turmoil when the relationship with her son
Richard finally permanently collapsed. Craik had become frustrated with him because he
mismanaged money frequently and came to her for large financial bailouts through the
years. She eventually grew to distrust him because whenever he was kind and helpful
towards her, he expected monetary rewards. Julie Andrzejewski, who had remained in
contact with Craik and visited her in Louisville, remembered this period:
There were a couple of years where he came back to Mary and started
being really nice to her. He came over all the time and did things for her.
But then he started getting weird again, and started [saying], ‘If you want
me to come and see you, you have to pay me mileage. You have to pay for
my gas.’64
At first Craik paid Richard on each visit, but her mistrust eventually deepened
into anger over this demand. She informed him that she would no longer comply. This
63
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situation triggered a turning point for both of them, one that permanently ended their
relationship. She lamented, “That’s when he declared, ‘I am no longer your son. You are
no longer my mother. And I never want to have anything to do with you again for the rest
of my life.’”65 Craik remembered later that she had cried for days. However, no source
suggests that she ever tried to repair the relationship and she in fact vowed never to
attempt mending it. She expressed disappointment about that failure, and the pain seemed
to be as deep for her as the anger was for Richard. Craik rarely showed emotion. Yet she
nearly cried when she reflected on it in a 2014 interview:
I feel bad that I don’t have the contact with him but both of us are better
off the way it is. I’m sure. I can’t imagine that he would ever change. But
if he did, although I don’t approve of all kinds of things, he’s still my son.
You don’t quit loving your son. You can quit liking them and that’s where
I am, but I don’t think that a mother can stop loving a child no matter how
horrible they happen to be.66
While many of the stories she shared contained a performative quality, as if she
had repeated them a number of times in the same manner, this statement seemed more
spontaneous. She almost appeared to have surprised herself by allowing her feelings to
become so open and raw. Vulnerability finally seeped through Craik’s tough veneer.
Even though Craik never acknowledged any responsibility for this rift and always
assigned complete blame to Richard, in this moment she at least revealed the deep
sadness she had previously tried to understate.
Craik remained focused on Market Street, throwing herself into final touches
regarding the new building with spectacular results in the end. She moved into the space
the winter after Jim died, in late 2004 or early 2005. She equipped her new studio with a
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long-arm quilting machine, several sewing machines, cutting tables, shelving, and plenty
of natural light with a large window-front that faced Market Street. She found it a perfect
space in which to lose herself, and she knitted and quilted non-stop there, eventually
producing hundreds of items through the years. She did her best to create a life with
much to look forward to and enjoy, but she absorbed another serious blow when Juliet
became diagnosed with ovarian cancer in 2008. Because Craik began to experience
hearing loss by this point, she largely communicated via email. She sent the following
email to Gibbs on September 20, 2008:
I am upset and just need to tell somebody. I just talked to Juliet and she
had her three-month check-up and there is cancer in a lymph node that
they did not catch before. She is going to have to drive to Durango five
days a week for the next six weeks. That is three hours of driving and she
is planning to drive herself every day. I am so worried about her and feel
so helpless that I cannot help her. She will not be able to visit this fall like
she was planning. 67
In addition to providing a few key details about Juliet’s diagnosis and treatment, this
missive explains that she had planned a visit to Louisville to see her mother. Craik surely
felt sadness and despair upon hearing about Juliet’s illness and her cancelled plans.
According to Gibbs, upon first learning of the diagnosis Craik experienced a panic attack
so severe it was dangerous. Gibbs remembered:
She called me, and she was in full panic mode: ‘My daughter’s going to
die!’ I rushed down there, and it’s the panic attack of all panic attacks. I
said ‘Mary, if you cannot calm yourself, we’re going to have to call 911,
because I can’t handle this all by myself.’ I called her doctor’s office, got
a sedative called in. But from that day on, Mary tried to get her daughter
to come to Louisville. She tried.68
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Certainly, the thought of Juliet driving herself on a lengthy commute to and from
treatments caused alarm and added to Craik’s extreme worry. She also believed that
because Juliet was in a rural location, she would not receive the quality of health care she
could in Louisville. Additionally, Craik no longer travelled well but wanted to be with
Juliet through the treatment process.
Some of Craik’s friends thought it was important for them to see each other and
hoped they would reunite. Given Juliet’s inability to travel, Gibbs encouraged Craik to go
to Juliet. However, Craik, in her mid-eighties at the time, became so severely anxious in
airports that her health was at risk. Gibbs remembered that she suggested Craik hire a
private plane charter, which she had the financial means to do, and even offered to travel
with Craik to assist her. However, following the lengthy flight, Craik would have had an
extended drive to reach Juliet’s remote location. She remained apprehensive about such a
rigorous trip and decided against Gibbs’ suggestion. Perhaps she feared that the
combination of travel and seeing Juliet suffer would trigger a grief induced illness similar
to the one she had experienced upon Jim’s death. Given the intense panic attack she
experienced when she first learned of Juliet’s illness, this may have been a well-placed
fear.
Close friend Joyce Garner remembers that Craik carefully tracked Juliet’s health
and treatments from afar, and that they spoke via telephone often.69 Another email
between Craik and Gibbs, dated October 11, 2008, confirms this fact. It reads, “I just
talked to Juliet and she has started her treatments and has four more weeks to go. She is
driving herself to Durango and back every day so far. If it gets too hard she has a friend
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she can stay with.” The email to Gibbs also revealed private discussions of a personal
nature that Craik and Juliet shared. Craik closed the email to Gibbs writing, “I could have
never [had] this kind of communication with my mother.”70
As the weeks and months passed, Juliet’s health deteriorated. Craik’s hearing
continued to worsen, and phone calls with Juliet became more difficult. Upon realizing
the two women would not connect in person a final time, Gibbs facilitated a final phone
conversation between the two women. “[Juliet] was in hospice by that time. Mary
couldn’t hear her talk, so [she] had me communicate, and [Juliet] sounded like a very
nice woman who was resigned to what was happening with her and accepting of what
was going on. But I never understood why Mary … wouldn’t go there. I think she felt it
was just too much for her.”71 Sadly, the two women never saw each other again. Juliet,
Craik’s third child and only daughter, died on February 10, 2009 within five months of
her diagnosis, leaving Craik heartbroken. As with Jim’s death, Juliet’s passing affected
Craik’s health which steadily declined from that point forward. Close friend Melissa
Donald remembered that period: “When Juliet died Mary started going downhill with her
health. That hit Mary very hard. I had started cooking for her after Juliet died because she
really wasn’t eating well.”72
One of Juliet’s friends sent Craik an email assuring her that Juliet had been well
cared for by her friends, that she was not alone when she died, and that her passing was
peaceful. She sent photographs of Juliet riding her horses, and invited Craik to assist with
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writing the obituary.73 This communication offers further evidence that Craik enjoyed a
healthier relationship with her daughter than her sons. Had Juliet reported tension with
her mother to her friends, it is unlikely they would have contacted Craik upon her death.
Juliet’s death also marked the last time Craik saw her son, Stephen, who came to
Louisville to attend Juliet’s memorial. He became angry with Craik, however, and
returned to Florida without even going to the service. She described the incident:
He left without speaking to me. He just left and Crystal said he got mad at
me because I made him go out on the covered patio to smoke. They were
here one night, and the next day he got up, packed his clothes, and went to
get in his car. Never said goodbye to me, and Crystal told me that he was
mad because I wouldn’t let him smoke [in the house] and they were going
home.74
It seems as if there had to be more to this story than Craik’s recollection, but she
shared this version of the account several times with several people. In her many
retellings, the facts never varied. Whenever Craik spoke of this severed bond, her
vulnerability made another appearance, laced as it was with resentment. She once stated,
“You know Stephen is an alcoholic and I’m very disappointed. Stephen was the sweetest,
most wonderful little boy that you could ever see, and he grew up to be a horrible man.”75
As with Stephen’s mysterious long-term disappearance, this bizarre incident generates
more questions than answers about the problems in their relationship. After this episode,
Craik’s only connection to Stephen was through his wife, Crystal, and his daughter,
Amber, who sent Craik holiday and birthday cards and occasional emails. Many who
knew Craik through the years have attempted to understand the circumstances between
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her and her children, particularly the two sons. Few of her friends met her children, and
none knew them well. As such, their suppositions remain speculative as well. Oral
histories and written sources offer few clues to explain specific, concrete reasons behind
the family’s dysfunction and bewildering estrangements, especially without the children’s
or Jim’s views.
Craik consistently affirmed across years of interviews that she loved being a
mother and loved her children dearly, even the two with whom she had contentious
relationships. She acknowledged strains, commenting at various times: “I have messed up
kids,” “What a mess my kids are,” and “I got a screwed-up family!”76 It is obvious that
something was amiss, but the roots of the turmoil are unclear. She expressed hurt
regarding this loss, but she never accepted any responsibility for the failings. For
example, she never acknowledged that sending Richard to his father could have been
detrimental to his emotional and mental health or to their relationship. Had she made that
concession, perhaps the odds of mending their broken bond would have increased.
Craik’s inability to accept any portion of the blame when these relationships soured
connects to her constant search for recognition, which in turn fostered a self-centered
attitude: in order for Craik to receive and maintain approval, these familial tensions had
to be someone else’s fault. Moreover, she remembered that neighbors had shunned her
during the children’s growing-up years when she decided to enroll in school while
seemingly assigning no blame towards Jim for his aloofness when he was home. This fact
colored Craik’s feminism, as she resented that gendered stereotypes absolved men of
responsibility for domestic matters such as child-rearing.
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When reflecting on the situation with all three of her children Craik lamented,
“[Juliet] was a wonderful, sweet, loving, daughter. And I guess I shouldn’t say this, but I
have two horrible sons who don’t have anything to do with me and my one sweet child is
dead. That makes me feel sad.”77 She again strayed from her performative tendency and
displayed raw emotion when discussing the landscape with her children. Nonetheless,
Craik remained resolute in her refusal to mend the relationships with her two sons, and it
appears they felt the same way, as the fractures continued through the end of Craik’s life.
Beginning with Jim’s death in 2004, Craik lost all of her family connections in a
five-year span. When Juliet died and Stephen effectively terminated his relationship with
his mother in 2009, Craik was eighty-five years old. She was elderly with no support
from or meaningful connection with her remaining children. During this time, female
friends rallied around her and buoyed her as she navigated these personal setbacks.
The editors of The Challenge of Feminist Biography note that female friendships
become incredibly important for many women, particularly during major life transitions
such as those Craik experienced upon the deaths of Jim and Juliet, and the dissolution of
her relationships with Richard and Stephen. Alpern et al. write, “For some subjects, … a
friendship with one woman could be the central experience. For others, friendships with a
variety of women formed the core of a growing personal life as well as of expanding
political judgements. … For us as well as our subjects, networks of female friends and
allies have been critical to our personal and professional growth.”78 The friendships Craik
developed in her middle-aged and elderly years support this observation.
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When reflecting upon her life, Craik rarely spoke about any meaningful
friendships she had as a child, although she always seemed to crave them. She recalled
being lonely, especially because she was an only child: “So I’ve always reached out and
tried to get groups together, women friends.”79 As a young adult, she and Jim relocated
frequently, making it difficult for her to maintain lasting friendships. Moreover, Craik
was a mother, wife, housekeeper, student, and employee, so she likely had little leisure
time at that point in her life for hanging out with friends. It also seems that Craik simply
did not find many other women who shared her evolving and outspoken perspectives on
racial equality and women’s rights until she lived in Saint Cloud.
Craik always remained socially active as far as attending events, but she did not
develop strong bonds with individual women. By the time she arrived in Saint Cloud in 1968,
she was forty-four and on a mission to reduce sexism; she did not prioritize forging
friendships. “I think I was so busy fighting fights I didn’t have a whole lot of time. I don’t
think I had close friends. I was always involved with people, but I don’t think I had time to
do very much because I was so busy trying to change the world,” she reflected.80 When Craik
met Julie Andrzejewski in 1972, she found her first feminist friend who was every bit as
motivated as she was to support women’s causes. Until Andrzejewski, Craik had not
experienced such a tight bond with or support from a close female companion. She
recognized the importance of female friendships when Andrzejewski helped her through her
marital troubles with Jim and her professional conflicts at SCSU in the 1970s and early
1980s. After experiencing this kind of tie, Craik longed for similar connections in Louisville.
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When Jim died in 2004, many of Craik’s friends from the arts community rallied
around her. As that draining, emotional year started winding down and the holidays
approached, sadness overwhelmed her. The Market Street remodel finally reached
completion, and she welcomed that silver lining. However, she could not shake the
loneliness the holidays brought, having lost both her husband and Richard. Craik’s friend
Joyce Garner remembered checking on her. Craik expressed how much she loved her
new home and studio, adding that it was the best thing she could have done after Jim
died. However, Garner also remembered Craik’s next heartbreaking comment: “She said,
‘The worst thing is opening my Christmas presents by myself on Christmas morning.’”81
Garner immediately invited Craik to her home for that Christmas and many future
Christmases as well. These events eased her through her grieving, and brought both
women closer.
The friendship Garner extended to Craik may have influenced her desire to
organize women to create both a social outlet and to support each other through trying
times. Although nobody seems to recall the exact date, at some point after Jim’s death
Craik organized a social club she dubbed the Uppity Women. The Market Street building
periodically became a social haven as the designated meeting space for the group. As
Craik aged, this group and some of the individual members adopted great importance in
her life.
Craik found strong, loyal connections and lasting friendships in the Uppity Women,
which became the highlight of her life in her last years. The Uppity Women routinely met
one Sunday a month for lunch, with each taking turns bringing a meal for the others.
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Discussions centered on local, state, and national politics, women’s issues, the arts, and
personal matters. While these conversations sometimes brought friendly disagreements and
differing perspectives, in general, each of the women identified as politically liberal.
Sometimes Craik invited guests from outside of the club to share information about local
issues. The Uppity Women began mostly as a gathering of artists, but later expanded to
include more women. For example, Craik met Patty Gibbs at some point soon after the
Uppity Women began meeting. Gibbs was not an artist, but she had an interest in the arts,
and her opinions on political and social matters made her a good fit for the group. Despite
the commonalities between the women, members pointed out that there was diversity
among their ranks; they were not monolithic and had a variety of opinions and interests.
There was also diversity in their ages which ranged from the forties to the seventies (aside
from Craik who lived until the age of ninety-five). Joyce Garner stated that one of the many
reasons she admired Craik was her ability to develop friendships with people of all ages.
Members revealed that they enjoyed their time together and benefitted from their
meetings. For example, Suzy Higdon remarked that she relished being with intelligent
women who did not worry about defending others. Uppity member Kitt Tossman
explained that she had never been involved in anything else like the Uppity Women:
“Each of the women are inspirational in their own ways. And they are so involved in life,
and issues, and struggles. Just belonging to a group that’s working on issues and
expressing themselves. To be around a group of people who are really active in the
community is motivational for me. To be a part of helping create.”82
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Some appreciated learning from Craik’s stories of her past, and acknowledged
that they had more fully developed their personal philosophies as a result. Tossman
noted, “I am embracing more of my own feminisms and my feelings of wanting to help
women.” Likewise, Melissa Donald confessed that she was not a “political junkie” like
others in the group. Yet, she reflected, “I learn a lot from them about politics. I learn a lot
from them about standing up for yourself, for standing up for what you think is right. It’s
a nice diverse group, and we all have a little something to add for each other.”
While members shared ways they benefitted from their involvement with the
Uppity Women and reasons they enjoyed the company of others, Craik was the common
denominator among them. The group, for all intents and purposes, revolved around her.
One indicator was the fact that she controlled the membership. Although this was more of
a social group than a feminist action group, Craik only invited women. She decided who
to invite and occasionally she ceased inviting some members, removing them from the
fold.
Even though the group was informal and social in nature, Craik emphasized the
importance of dedicating time to it and honoring a commitment to maintain friendships.
Member Suzy Higdon has shared that Craik placed great value on the women in Uppity
Women and the time they gave, and she expected the other members to do the same.
Higdon reported, “They get blackballed for not doing a good job.”83 Typically Craik only
stopped inviting someone after a culmination of offenses, and often others shared her
frustrations with the circumstances. For example, many grew frustrated with one woman
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who tried to use the Uppity Woman as a fundraising mechanism for an organization with
which she was affiliated. Other women balked at this action, and Craik removed her from
the fold. Removals such as this one might reflect Craik’s desire to maintain a peaceful
group, but they also indicated her controlling nature. This controlling nature also seeped
out at times when Craik voiced her displeasure with women who became too
romantically involved with men.
Some occurrences in the Uppity Women also demonstrate Craik’s desire for
positive attention. To be clear, Craik’s primary stated interest always remained
supporting women and continuing progress for them. To that end, she shared stories from
her past to preserve history as a reminder of how it used to be. Craik certainly
accomplished much, but she also craved recognition for her achievements and praise for
her contributions. If Craik sensed that a member dismissed her achievements or
questioned her knowledge as a feminist authority, she would remove her. For example,
one former member, whose husband was in the field of psychology, bristled at Craik’s
assertion that there was a time when many men in the profession found sexual
relationships with female patients permissible, and out went that member.
As is the case when analyzing Craik’s relationships with her children, one must
employ caution when analyzing any rifts that developed within the ranks of the Uppity
Women. In oral histories, Craik never mentioned any fissures within the group nor did
she discuss former members in any capacity. She only spoke highly of current members.
Only when Craik was no longer able to give interviews did other Uppities reveal that she
had removed some members. As such, Craik’s perspective on these problematic
relationships is not available. Additionally, it was not possible to interview any former
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members who were removed, so their viewpoints are also not available. Given the
missing information, analysis must remain tentative.
Craik, like all people, was a flawed, complex human being. If she unfairly
eliminated members from this group, those actions highlight some of her faults, such as
her controlling nature, desire for positive attention, and willingness to readily terminate
relationships with others. However, there is another angle by which to view such
weaknesses. Some members observed that Craik, rather than exercising control, set
concrete boundaries, and was self-assured, and they respected her for being so
unapologetic. Certainly, a person who has endured abuse and discrimination might build
walls, refusing to tolerate or associate with people who she does not fully trust, or those
who do not seem to value her as a person.
Notably, some women must have rejected the format of the Uppity Women or were
perhaps less forgiving of Craik’s eccentricities, flaws, or controlling manner because the
number of Uppities dwindled from eighteen to eight. Some likely left for benign reasons,
such as being overly committed or moving away. However, some of these women may
have left because they rejected Craik’s attention-seeking, domineering nature, or arbitrary
rules, which apparently worsened as her health declined. Others may have felt that the
group was too exclusive and lacked much race or class diversity (the group was comprised
mostly of college educated white women), a common element of the second wave from
which Craik’s feminism had developed. Others, knowing of Craik’s personal wealth, may
have hoped to benefit financially from her, then left upon realizing that would not happen.
The final members were certainly aware the group was designed for Craik and
that she called the shots, but they also understood that, quite simply, she enjoyed bringing
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women together. The eight women who remained with Craik until her death did so
because, despite her flaws, they respected her, cared for her, enjoyed time with her, and
enjoyed time with one another. They also knew that Craik cared for them, respected
them, and enjoyed time with them.
Craik has said that these friendships did not replace her family, stating, “It’s not
so much family as we are just good friends. We care about each other and we help each
other. We do things for each other.”84 The level of love and respect for Craik became
most evident when some of the Uppities transitioned to caregiver as the aging process
took a toll on her. Joyce Garner, for instance, assisted with giving her baths, and others
ran errands for her as needed. Patty Gibbs assumed the role of Power of Attorney,
managing Craik’s health care needs, home maintenance, and fiscal matters. She fiercely
protected Craik with care and patience.
As some members’ status slowly shifted from social friend to caregiver, many
began to reflect upon Craik’s life journey, who she had been, and what she had given.
Many describe her as a woman who was decisive and unapologetically resolute in her
convictions. She did not tolerate sexism. She was independent and strong-minded. She
was creative, both artistically and in her approach to navigating problems. Some admired
that even as she aged, Craik continued to learn new arts techniques, to create, and to
remain engaged in feminist causes.
It is fitting that Craik spent her last years surrounded by the Uppity Women.
These are women who respected Craik for her perseverance and appreciated the historical
worth of her actions. There has been no indication that the Uppity Women would
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continue to meet as a whole since Craik’s death, although all attended a memorial service
for her. Some may meet annually through service on the Mary B. Craik Scholarship
selection committee. The fact that she trusted them with what she considered to be her
most monumental contribution to women illustrates the value she placed on their
friendship.
These are also women who cherish supporting other women, a trait Craik
considered vital. Craik once said, “I hope that women are going to be more willing to
stand up. I think that we’re going to be in for a bad few years that are coming up. But I
also think that we have a way of reaching the bottom and then coming back up again. But
I also hope that women become more active, more concerned, do more things to help
women. I like women who support women.”85
While they endured a certain power imbalance within the group and tolerated
Craik’s need for attention, Uppities also gave her intellectual stimulation, friendship,
attention, and fun in her last years and enjoyed some themselves. It seems they also
comforted Craik by giving her a sense that feminism would continue.
By the time Craik settled in Louisville, she was approximately sixty-six years old
and had already accumulated a full life’s worth of experiences by many people’s
standards. Craik’s lawsuit proved a pivotal moment in her life story, and arguably the
most significant in terms of her feminist actions. While the lawsuit is separate from her
twilight activities in some respects, these matters are indivisible in others. Without the
lawsuit, Craik would not have become a philanthropist or artist. Her philanthropy and art
gave her name recognition and ensured people remained aware of her history.

85

Craik interview, February. 23, 2018.

259

Whether we label Craik as a feminist artist or not, her art communicated that
feminist ideas can be conveyed in unique ways such as visual creations that are both
beautiful and thought provoking. Through her philanthropy, she continued to assist
women and girls in need, and provided younger generations of women with adequate
tools to keep feminist ideals moving forward. Finally, the Uppity Women uplifted Craik
through heartbreaking personal changes she was forced to confront in her last years,
particularly the deaths of Jim and Juliet. Like everyone, Craik had flaws and
eccentricities, but the respect and concern between Craik and the Uppities were mutual.
As she aged and her health declined, these women gave her tenderness and care,
illustrating the love they had for her. Craik certainly found comfort that her long journey
down Market Street ended with the care of a handful of women who acknowledged her
feminist contributions and who cherished friendships with women.
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THE MARKET STREET JOURNEY
Mary Craik remained in her Market Street apartment until her death in 2019.
Throughout her final years, the once vibrant red awning that announced her building
faded. The long arm quilt machine no longer hummed in her studio, and the doors to her
gallery had been locked for several years by time of her death in 2019. Quilts still hung
and could be admired if one peeked through the windows. The apparent desolation of the
building juxtaposes with the lively activity buzzing along East Market Street, which
blossomed as an entertainment and arts district during the years she resided there. As of
2020, NuLu thrives, and even though Craik’s building had dulled, its renovation helped
to kickstart the rejuvenation of East Market Street.1
Craik, who lived on Market Street from 2004 until her death, also spent much of her
youth on the same street—but on the west end in the neighborhood of Portland. West Market
Street housed most of the places she associated with her childhood. She remembered:
I didn’t realize until I moved down here, I was born upstairs over a drug
store at Twentieth [Street] and Market Street. I went to St. Patrick’s
Elementary School at Sixteenth [Street] and Market Street. I went to Saint
Patrick’s Church at Thirteenth [Street] and Market Street. I went to
Shawnee High School at Forty-first [Street] and Market Street, and then I
bought this building! And I’m going to die on Market Street! … I not only
came home; I came home to my street.2

1

Gill Holland and his wife Augusta Brown Holland typically receive most credit for the
revitalization of NuLu, as they purchased and renovated multiple buildings in the area. However, they
purchased their first building approximately three years after Craik moved to Market Street.
2
Craik interview, September 15, 2011.
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Craik’s return to Market Street was a homecoming of sorts. However, when she
settled into her new home, the economic and racial divide that delineated the struggling
West side, where she had grown up, and the East side where she now chose to live,
remained.3 Craik was always proud of the Portland neighborhood of her childhood, and
her decision to relocate to East Market was never intended as a slight. In fact, the location
she selected on East Market Street in 2002 was actually a rundown industrialized section
of the city. More than anything, she settled on her East Market location because of
logistics such as renovation costs and ample parking spaces.
Nonetheless, this divide might also be seen as a metaphor for Craik’s feminist
journey, which aligns with the second wave of feminism in the twentieth century. While
she was still a child on West Market Street, her father introduced her to gender inequities
when he continually reminded her that girls were inferior to boys and that he would have
been happier had she been born a male. This dissertation has outlined the many ways
Craik’s experiences generally corresponded with the realities for most women prior to the
second wave of feminism, particularly between the years of 1942, when Craik first
married, and 1965. During these years she conformed to prescribed gender roles, but
grew frustrated, stifled, and unfulfilled as did many other women in those same years.
Women’s dissatisfaction morphed into anger and erupted into the second wave of
feminism in the early 1960s. Similarly, Craik’s ire burst forth in 1965. Once this
women’s movement began, Craik’s experiences as an academic in the late 1960s until the
mid-1980s largely paralleled the encounters of other second-wave feminist scholars in

3
As of 2020, recent indications of change in Portland have emerged, such as art galleries, cafes,
and an influx of investment dollars. The permanent impact (good and bad) these developments will have on
long-time residents and the diversity of the area remains unknown.
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this same time frame. Related occurrences include initiating Women’s Studies courses
and programs, joining or organizing local groups to advocate for women, lobbying for
equity in the workplace, and enshrining many aspects of gender equity into law. When
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 carved a path to assist women who endured
discrimination in employment, she used that route to counter the inequities she faced at
work. She filed suit against her employer and won.
Craik benefitted from and contributed to the important legal and social gains for
which feminists like her advocated during the second wave of feminism, and these
changes facilitated her eventual shift from West Market to East Market. She left West
Market Street as an impoverished insecure girl, and she returned to East Market street a
confident, bold, wealthy woman. She left hoping to prove herself and returned with
accolades to show the world.
However, the limitations of second-wave feminism are also manifested in Craik’s
journey down Market Street. Second wave critics such as African-American lesbian poet
and activist Audre Lorde and Cherrie Moraga, a well-known Latina lesbian writer, point
out that Craik’s generation’s feminist movement was often too narrow in its scope. Lorde
verbalized concerns with the second wave as early as 1979, at a Barnard College feminist
conference by pointing out that only one panel included Black feminists.4 Similarly,
Moraga wrote in 1982, “The white women’s movement tried to create a new form of
women’s culture that on some level has denied where people come from. … [T]he desire
to have a women’s culture suddenly became devoid of race, class roots.”5

4
5

Sara Evans, Tidal Wave (New York: The Free Press, 2003), 204-5.
Ibid., 207.
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These criticisms were one factor that contributed to the emergence of the third
wave of feminism in the early 1990s, embracing multiculturalism, intersectionality, and
differences regarding race, sexuality, and class. Like the separation between the second
and third waves, the East-West division on Market Street was largely rooted in race and
socioeconomic class. Craik’s whiteness and her marriage into the middle class helped
enable the leap she made while other women without those privileges still lagged behind.
The imperfections of second-wave feminism do not diminish Craik’s
accomplishments. She risked her health and financial ruin and endured tremendous
emotional duress to fight for her own rights and those of other women. In doing so, she
earned the life she lived in her later years. Nor should the inadequacies of the second
wave suggest that Craik remained oblivious to or unconcerned about the plights of lowerclass women, or women of color—quite the contrary. In fact, Craik once expressed her
frustration with the divide, noting, “I don’t have that many black women friends. Most of
the black women I have met refuse to call themselves feminists. They call themselves
womanists. I wish there was a way to get … a better mix of black women and white
women.”6 Moreover, Craik dictated that her scholarship should prioritize economically
disadvantaged women in an effort to move others past remaining socioeconomic gaps. In
creating the scholarship, she also indicated her realization that work for women’s equality
remained beyond second-wave activism.
Still, by the time Craik arrived in St. Cloud, her concerns with all forms of
discrimination had shifted to a primary focus on gender. And like other second-wave
feminists, Craik’s activity, such as her lawsuit, stemmed from a highly educated white

6

Craik interview, October 13, 2011.

264

woman’s perspective. Her contributions were still important to the movement. However,
the effects of the second wave, as with many similar movements, were limited and
reached only so far.
The arc of the women’s movement in the second half of the twentieth century and
the limits of second wave feminism are well documented in the existing scholarship. Still,
using oral history and the story of one life can expand our understanding of the
movement. In particular, a full examination of a life, including both the personal and
professional, as well as the later years, provides a fuller view of how changes in women’s
lives were both driven and experienced.
When I began this project, I hoped not to include Craik’s personal life in a
chronicle about her feminism and professional accomplishments. I am bothered by the
differences that persist in the way men and women are sometimes treated when it comes
to meshing professional and personal capacities in interviews or narratives. After all, men
are rarely asked questions such as, “How do you raise a family and do your job?” or
“Will you be able to balance it all?” Yet, given my agreement with the second-wave
feminist mantra that the personal is political, it should have always been obvious to me
that Craik’s personal matters directly related to her feminist activism. This realization
became evident rather quickly into the project, and by using oral history research as the
primary methodology, I acquired critical data that informed the personal-professional
connection that may have otherwise been lost. For example, one incident that may not
have seemed pertinent to the overall arc of Craik’s feminist journey centered on the
teaching position Craik took at Silver City, New Mexico after she became angry and left
her job at UTEP. She did not serve in this role long because she relocated to Iowa to
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begin her Ph.D. program. Given the brief time period involved, this occurrence did not
seem significant at first. Then she mentioned that she rented an apartment away from her
family where she could stay during the work week and the trajectory of the conversation
changed. Through oral history, I discovered that when she returned to her family on the
weekends, she continued completing all of the domestic duties, including cleaning and
preparing meals so they could eat during the week while she was away. More
importantly, her vocal inflections and nonverbal signals revealed her frustrations and hurt
regarding the way she had been treated by her husband and children. It became apparent
that she linked the stereotypical gendered expectations at home to the stereotypical
gendered expectations in the professional sector, and that this connection influenced her
feminist ideals. Furthermore, this episode added meaning to the eventual blow up
between her and Jim some years later in St. Cloud as it illustrated her persistent vexation.
Oral history offered another insight regarding the ways Craik’s personal life
affected her public accomplishments, too. She repeated many stories over the eight years
I met with her, and others who knew her heard the same accounts multiple times as well.
For example, many have heard her recite events concerning her father, such as when he
shot her dog or threatened her with a gun. Nearly all who knew Craik heard about her
anger when her boss at UTEP requested that she assign openings for menial jobs to
women, as well as some of the “jokes” she encountered at SCSU such as the “Girlsie,
Idaho” quip and the suggestion that she recruit more members to an organization because
she had additional bodily equipment. Most friends knew about her stress related health
concerns as her lawsuit progressed through the years because she frequently offered that
information. Yet few have heard about the elation she felt when she won her case on
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appeal, the celebrations she had, or how much money she received each month through
her settlement because she did not find those topics as meaningful to discuss. It has been
noted that Craik rarely disclosed emotions, yet she frequently recounted the events that
caused injury and anger. Craik would never have declared something such as, “I wished
my father had loved me. I carried that pain throughout my life,” or “I would rather have
been chair of my department than endure what I did and become wealthy.” Yet, the signs
were there—in the stories she repeated, and the way she performed them—and it was up
to me to reive and interpret them. I felt liberated as an oral historian and biographer when
I made the realization that I should approach her interviews as historical text to interpret.
In doing so, my conclusions could stray from hers.
Other revelations appeared through Craik’s recurring narratives as well. Like many
people who repeat life stories, when Craik recited an account frequently, she demonstrated
how important that event was to her. She did not discuss her odyssey chronologically, nor
did she identify a climactic instant in her life. Instead, she highlighted pivotal stops along
an extended feminist evolution by repeating the most meaningful events in her life. In this
way, she confirmed that the traumatic childhood that formed her fighting spirit, for
example, was as significant as her turning point in El Paso when she identified that she
faced gender discrimination. The use of oral history clarified that Craik’s feminist
awakening was a process—a long journey—rather than one singular moment in time.
Even after her life altering lawsuit Craik’s feminist progression continued through the
endowment she established and her expressions in art. Organizing the material I gleaned
from oral histories in the form of a biography allowed me to emphasize that lives are made
up of a series of large and small events and continue after seemingly climactic junctures.
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Another connection between Craik’s personal life and her public accomplishments
that oral histories made evident was her reputation as a fighter. The young girl who
repelled gang members on her way to the corner market learned early that she had to
defend herself.
People who knew Craik reflect on her perseverance and scrappiness, especially
within the context of her lawsuit. Her friend Kitt Tossman described the suit as “bold and
gutsy” for its time.7 Nancy Theriot also emphasized Craik’s fighting spirit:
It was amazing to me what she did at her university. She sued them and
won and persisted even though other people stepped away. That takes a
lot of courage and a lot of people wouldn’t have that courage today. It
does take courage. Jim also said she lost all this weight, she got really
sick, so it really took a physical toll on her, too. That’s a dramatic story.8
Gibbs recognized this quality, too, adding, “She has made feminist history. She
took those people to task and she persevered. It took her nine years, and she never gave
up. That’s one of the things: she never gave up.”9
Craik’s West Market Street childhood was the source of many of her personality
traits and influenced many of her actions. Her artwork and her oral histories illustrate that
she never truly forgot her traumatic past. Her abusive household and oppressive
neighborhood left her feeling deprived of financial security, safety, and affection. Her
desire to obtain this sense of comfort and belonging fuelled her ambitions. On one hand,
this motivation pushed her to further her education, establish a career, and defend herself
against barriers placed before her. She also fought for some others along the way. On the

7

Tossman interview, June 5, 2019.
Theriot interview, September. 24, 2018.
9
Gibbs interview, April 15, 2016.
8
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other hand, she positioned her personal goals and need for attention above all else,
including, perhaps, her children.
Craik once said, “I feel like I [have] had a wonderful adventure life. I have
reinvented myself a couple of times.”10 She did, indeed, transform herself throughout her
feminist odyssey. At the same time, even an evolved Craik could not shake her turbulent
youth. She endured a long journey, but could not completely leave Market Street.
Perhaps the most confounding aspect about Craik is the stark contrast between the
two sides she displayed. She nurtured friends and generously gave money to strangers in
the form of a scholarship while she dismissed members of her own family on occasion.
She was resolute, unapologetic, and defended herself and others, yet she was
brash and perhaps obnoxious. She easily severed relationships, especially with men and
including her two sons, yet she remained married, mostly happily, for nearly sixty
years—despite deeply resenting her husband at times.
Friends such as Patty Gibbs and Julie Andrzejewski who knew her well would
have recognized her imperfections, but they also identified her positive qualities and
understood her motivations, at least in part. Craik once summarized her intentions,
saying,
All of my life I think I have been concerned about what happens to people
who don’t have any power. Who can’t do something for themselves, and
they need help. And I have tried to live a life where I can help whenever
it’s possible. I like to think that, and [that] I’m a good person, and that my
motives are good.11

10
11

Craik interview, September 15, 2011.
Craik interview, February 23, 2018.
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Like all of us, Craik was flawed and complicated. I do not include painful
moments from her private life to induce judgment against her from readers. Craik openly
shared many of these personal events seemingly without considering (or caring) that
others might be troubled by some of her actions or conduct. I include these episodes
because if the personal is political, and I believe it is, then that inclusion is essential to
understand who she is in relation to what she did. The fighting personality and ambitious
motivations that enabled her to earn a Ph.D. and tackle a patriarchal academic institution
also facilitated problematic behaviour and turbulent relationships.
While I may have started this project hoping to separate the personal sphere from
the public one, I now conclude that incorporating both of them is useful when analyzing
oral histories and crafting a biography. Perhaps studies of men could include more of these
aspects to develop a more complete and accurate portrayal of their subjects. Alpern et al.
also note that biographies of men can benefit from this addition, stating, “A gender
consciousness in men’s biographies would lead to a greater recognition of the tensions men
often feel, but seldom publicly acknowledge between their private and personal selves.”12
Craik loved life and lived a full one. She remained active until her last days, including
hosting the monthly Uppity Women’s luncheon just weeks before her death. Her memorial
service was just as she envisioned: it was celebratory with live jazz music, delicious food,
and jovial conversation. Neither Richard nor Stephen came. Nonetheless, the Uppities, artists,
local politicians, and friends were there, ensuring this event was well attended. The people
who came were touched by her in some way. They cared for her, respected her as a feminist,
philanthropist, and artist, and perhaps most of all, embraced all of her.

12

Alpern et al., The Challenge of Feminist Biography, 8.
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Mary Craik, Blood Spattered Wall with Graffiti, 2000, The Women’s Center, University
of Louisville.
Mary Craik, Breaking Through the Glass Ceiling, date unknown, Private Collection of
Denise Watkins, Morehead, KY.
Mary Craik, Nest of Robins in Hair, date unknown, Private Collection of Estate of Mary
B. Craik, Louisville, KY.
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Mary Craik, Shattered Woman at Crime Scene, 2000, The Women’s Center, University
of Louisville.
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APPENDIX I
ART EXHIBITIONS AND AWARDS
ADDITIONAL AWARDS (EDUCATION AND ACTIVISM)

One Person Shows
1998

Sixty-nine paintings, Anonymous Artists Gallery, Louisville, KY

2000

Hanging by a Thread, 79 quilted wall hangings, Louisville Visual Arts
Association, Artopia Gallery, Louisville, KY

2002-2003

Fourteen large wall hangings, Kentucky International Convention Center,
Louisville, KY

2002

Kentucky Theatre Project Show, Louisville, KY

2002

Oasis Fine Art Gallery Show, St. Cloud, MN

2002

Meidinger Tower Lobby Show, Louisville, KY

2003

Through the Needle Show, Southeastern Illinois College Gallery,
Harrisburg IL

2003

It’s All in the Stitches, The Seed Gallery, New Albany IN

2004

Director’s Award Show, Makeready Gallery, Montclair NJ

2004

Connecting Threads Show, Ekstrom Library, University of Louisville

2004

Meidinger Tower Lobby Show, Louisville, KY

2005

Hanging by a Thread in Portland, Portland Museum, Louisville, KY

2007

Meidinger Tower Lobby Show, Louisville, KY

2007

Pleasing the Eye and the Heart Show, Maris Elaine Gallery, Cambridge, MD

2009

Meidinger Tower Lobby Show, Louisville, KY

2010

Christy Zurkuhlen Gallery, Louisville, KY
282

Group Shows
One or more wall hangings in over 135 group shows in 26 states.
Awards for Art
2000

Grant from Kentucky Foundation for Women for two large banners for
Take Back the Night

2001

Mazin Art Exhibition, Jewish Community Center, Louisville, KY,
Honorable Mention

2001

Oldham County Art Association Annual Show, Third Place

2002

Oldham County Art Association Annual Show, Honorable Mention

2002

National Women’s Music Festival, Muncie, IN, People’s Choice Award

2002

Great American Spirit, Three Year Traveling Show Honoring Victims,
Survivors, and Responders of 9-11 Terrorist Attacks sponsored by the
Kentucky Arts Council, First Place

2002

Louisville Craftsmen Guild, Guild Choice Special Category, Wind, Third
Place

2002

University at Northwest Art Center, Minot, ND, Purchase Award into
university collection

2003

Contemporary Abstracts Show, Artisans Gallery, Mill Valley, CA, Best in
Show

2003

Louisville Craftsman’s Guild Annual Show, First Place in Total Show,
Third Place in Theme

2003

National Women’s Music Festival and Art Show, Kent State University,
People’s Choice Award

2003

Women Artists of the West, Fifth International Juried Competition, Dubois,
WY, Fourth Place Award

2003

Oldham County Arts Association Sixth Annual Art Show, Honorable
Mention

2004

Director’s Choice Award Exhibit: Award Winning Artists from the 2003
Exhibit Season, Makeready Gallery, Montclair, NJ
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2004

Expressions of a Lifetime Exhibit, Lexington Art League, Lexington, KY,
First Place

2004

Girardeau National Juried Exhibition, Arts Council of Southeast Missouri,
Cape Girardeau, MO, Honorable Mention

2004

Louisville Artisans Guild Annual Juried Show, Louisville, KY, Best in Show

2005

Star Award, The Pleiades Theatre Company, Outstanding Contributions to
the Arts

2005

Louisville Artisans Guild, Louisville, KY, Best in Show

2008

Louisville Artisans Guild, Louisville, KY, Best in Show

2009

Louisville Artisans Guild, Louisville, KY, Second Place
Additional Awards (Education and Activism)

1984

Outstanding Service to University Women Award, Inner Faculty
Organization, St. Cloud State University, St. Cloud, MN

1984

Sex Equity Policy Award, Women Educators, American Educational
Research Association

1985

Achievements for Women Award, Women’s Equality Group (Student
Organization), St. Cloud State University, MN

1985

Mary B. Craik Equity and Justice Award, St. Cloud, MN

1997

Shawnee High School Hall of Fame, Louisville, KY

2000

Tower Award for Women Leaders in Education, Presentation Academy,
Louisville, KY

2006

Lucy Friebert Award, Project Women, Louisville, KY

2007

Dr. Mary K. Bonsteel Tachau Gender Equity Award, Women’s Center,
University of Louisville

2007

Women of Spunk Award, Actor’s Theatre, Louisville, KY

2017

Women’s Empowerment Award, Women’s Center, University of Louisville
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APPENDIX II
TIMELINE FOR MARY CRAIK’S LIFE

1924

Born, Louisville, KY.

1942

Graduated High School.

1942

Married Richard “Earl” Wilhelm.

1943

Richard Earl Wilhelm, Jr. (1st child) born.

1944

Divorced Earl Wilhelm.

1945

Married Jim Craik.

1946

Jim reenlisted in the Air Force after Mary is fired from work for being pregnant.

1946

Stephen Craik born (2nd child for Mary, 1st for Jim).

1947

Jim stationed in Manchester, New Hampshire.

1949

Jim stationed in Savannah, Georgia.

1949

Juliet Craik born (Beaufort, South Carolina) (3rd child for Mary, 2nd for Jim).

1951

Jim overseas in the Korean War.

1950

Craik enrolled in Armstrong Community College, majoring in Home
Economics.

1952

Craik graduated as valedictorian from Armstrong College with her Associate’s
degree.

1952

Craik began teaching at Commercial High School.

1953

Jim permanently home from Korea.

1954

Craik won Mrs. Savannah Pageant.

1955

Jim stationed in Montgomery, Alabama. The family moves.
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1955

Craik enrolled in Huntingdon College to pursue a Bachelor’s Degree.

1955

Craik visited her mother for the last time.

1955

Jim stationed in Cambridge, England. The family moved.

1958

Jim stationed in El Paso, Texas. The family moved.

1958

Craik enrolled in Texas Western College of the University of Texas in El Paso
to pursue a Bachelor’s Degree in Education. Texas Western was later changed
to the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP).

1959

Craik sent her first son, Richard, to live with her ex-husband in Louisville.

1960

Craik graduated with her Bachelor’s Degree.

1960

Craik began teaching 8th grade art at a local school.

1960

Craik enrolled at Texas Western for her Masters Degree.

1962

Craik graduated with her Masters Degree.

1963

Jim retired from the military.

1964

Craik began teaching in the Education Department at Texas Western and served
as the Assistant Director of Institutional Research.

1965

Craik received a full fellowship to study for her doctorate in Psychology at the
University of Iowa.

1968

Craik graduates with her Ph.D.

1968

Craik began teaching at Saint Cloud State University as an Assistant Professor
of Psychology.

1972

(Spring Semester) Craik taught the Psychology of Women course at SCSU. This
was the 1st course at SCSU focused on women.

1972

(Fall Semester) Craik founded the Women’s Progress Council on SCSU’s
campus.

1974

Craik was a founder of the Women’s Studies Program at SCSU.

1975

Craik served with two other (male) professors in role as Interim Chair of
Psychology. Duties were divided between the three of them.
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1976

Craik not selected as the Psychology Department Chair after questionable
search process.

1976

Craik filed a class action lawsuit against SCSU alleging gender discrimination.

1978

Craik elected Chair of Minnesota Board of Psychology.

1982

(July) Craik lost gender discrimination lawsuit.

1982

(August) Craik appealed gender discrimination case.

1984

(November) Jim and Mary Craik retired early from SCSU.

1984

(March) Craik won appeal on most counts in gender discrimination suit.

1985

Craik settled the case.

1986

The Craiks moved to New York, New York.

1990

The Craiks returned to Louisville after Jim’s emphysema diagnosis. Craik
focused on artwork.

1994

Craik established the Mary B. Craik Scholarship for women students attending
the University of Louisville.

1998

The Craiks reunited with their son, Stephen, who they had not been in contact
with since 1968.

2002

The Craiks purchased a warehouse on Market Street to renovate into Craik’s art
studio, art gallery, and the couple’s home.

2004

Jim Craik died just before Craik moved into the new home.

2004

Craik moved into the home and opens her art gallery.

2009

Craik’s daughter, Juliet, died from ovarian cancer.

2009

Craik transferred her scholarship from the University of Louisville Foundation
to Hilliard Lyons.

2019

Craik dies on October 27.
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CURRICULUM VITA
Denise Watkins
638 Fraley Drive, Morehead KY 40351
Phone: 606-776-8550 Email: denisewatkins3@gmail.com
Education
Ph.D.

Humanities (A.B.D.)
University of Louisville
May 2020

Louisville, KY

Graduate Certificate in Women’s and Gender Studies
Spring 2016
Award: Outstanding Graduate in Humanities Graduate Program
M.F.A.

B.A.

Theatre Production Design
Michigan State University
May 1999

East Lansing, Michigan

Double major in French and Theatre, Secondary Education minor Morehead
State University
Morehead, KY
May 1996

Teaching Experience
Professor of Theatre
Morehead State University
2001-present
(Instructor 2000-2001, Asst. Professor 2001-2006, Assoc. Prof. 2006-2017, Prof. 2017present)
Courses Taught: Race, Gender, and Sexuality in Theatre; Introduction to Dramatic
Literature; Period Styles; Costume Design; Costume History; Lighting Design; Creative
Dramatics; Theatre Performance and Production Practicum; Stage Makeup; Introduction
to Theatre; Fundamentals of Theatre; Introduction to Speech Communication
Study Abroad: British Dramatic Literature (London, Summer 2005); Costume History
and French Dramatic Literature (Paris, 2011); International Collegiate Theatre Festival
(Edinburgh, 2018)
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Administrative Duties: Successfully led program through national accreditation visits
(N.A.S.T.; N.C.A.T.E.; C.A.E.P.); Generated departmental reports such as assessment,
analysis, departmental projections and vision, curriculum revision; Departmental Marketing
(Supervising Box Office, patron and community events, audience outreach, alumni
reunions, fundraising, student recruitment materials)
Costume Shop Manager
Emporia State University
Courses Taught: Costume Construction

1999-2000

Graduate Assistant, Instructor
Michigan State University
Courses Taught: Beginning Costume Design and Construction

1996-1999

New Courses and Programs Developed
Bachelor of Arts Degree in Theatre with a teaching option; this is the only one in the state of
Kentucky. Approved by MSU in Spring of 2002, and Kentucky Department of Education in
the summer of 2003.
Introduction to Design course, a new requirement for Theatre majors. This course was
part of the reform of the theatre curriculum, with which I also assisted.
Updated the Costume Design Courses in the theatre curriculum. The courses Theatre 325
and 326, Costume Design and History I and II, are now two separate courses: Stage
Costume Design and Costume History.
Teaching Awards and Honors
Invited speaker for keynote panel: K-12 Institute at the Southeastern Theatre Conference;
Birmingham, Alabama; March 4-9, 2009
Named Kentucky Colonel by Governor Paul Patton for teaching for Governor’s Scholars
Program on campus of EKU (Summer 2002-04); Keynote Speaker at 2003 Final Banquet
(Invited)
Invitation to Faculty Appreciation Breakfast sponsored by the IFC and Pan-Hellenic
Counsel; Greek Week 2001
Creative Productions (Artistic Performances)
Dramaturg for [title of show]; Lucille Caudill Little Theatre, Morehead, KY, October 3-6,
2019
Dramaturg for Snipe Hunter’s Circus; MSU Second Stage Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre, March 28-30, 2019 *Original Script
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Costume Designer for The Complete Works of William Shakespeare (abridged);
Cincinnati Shakespeare Company; Cincinnati, OH, July 20-August 5, 2018 (Professional
Credit, Equity Theatre)
Costume Designer for The Adventures of Tom Sawyer; Cincinnati Shakespeare
Company; Cincinnati, OH, November 17- December 9, 2017 (Professional Credit,
Equity Theatre)
Costume Designer for Afflicted: Daughters of Salem; MSU Mainstage Production;
Lucille Caudill Little Theatre, Morehead, KY, October 3-8, 2017
Costume Designer for The Pajama Game; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre, Morehead, KY; February 21-26, 2017
Costume Designer for The Giver; MSU Second Stage Production; Lucille Caudill Little
Theatre, Morehead, KY, October 27-29, 2016
Costume Designer for Moby Dick; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill Little
Theatre, Morehead, KY; October 6-11, 2015
Costume Designer for The Complete History of America (Abridged); Cincinnati
Shakespeare Company; Cincinnati, OH, July 17-Aug. 9, 2015, (Professional Credit,
Equity Theatre)
Costume Designer for The Children’s Hour; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre, Morehead, KY, November 18-23, 2014
Costume Designer for Godspell; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill Little
Theatre, Morehead, KY, October 1-6, 2013.
Costume Designer for Les Liaisons Dangereuses; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille
Caudill Little Theatre, Morehead, KY, November 27-December 2, 2012
Costume Designer for The Hound of the Baskervilles; Cincinnati Shakespeare Company;
Cincinnati, OH, July 20-August 12, 2012 (Professional Credit, Equity Theatre)
Costume Designer for The Tempest; Lucille Caudill Little Theatre, Morehead, KY April
17-22, 2012
Director for ‘Art’; Claypool-Young Art Gallery, Morehead, KY; October 20-22, 2011;
Certificate of Merit in Directing from the Kennedy Center ACTF
Director for Senora Tortuga; The Little Company; Lucille Caudill Little Theatre;
Morehead, KY; January 27-28, and continued touring through the 2011 Spring Semester
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Costume Designer for Noises Off!; Lucille Caudill Little Theatre; Morehead, KY;
October 5-10, 2010
Writer/Director for Some Assembly Required; The Little Company; Lucille Caudill Little
Theatre; Morehead, KY; January 20-21, and continued touring in the Spring 2010
semester
Arranger/Director for Spontaneous Combustion; The Little Company; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; January 20-21, and continued touring in the Spring 2010
Semester
Costume Designer for In M(y)nd’s Eye; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; February 25-March 1, 2009
Costume Designer for Women of Will; Looking for Lilith Theatre Company; Rudyard
Kipling Theatre; Louisville, KY; October 30-November 8, 2008 (Professional Credit)
Costume Designer for An Ideal Husband; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; October 16-24, 2008
Costume Designer for Reflections; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill Little
Theatre; Morehead KY; April 10-13, 2008
Costume Designer for Comedy of Errors; MSU Mainstage Production; Button
Auditorium; Morehead, KY; February 28-March 1, 2008
Costume Designer for James and the Giant Peach; Lexington Children’s Theatre;
Morehead Convention Center; Morehead, KY; June 19-21, 2007 (Professional Credit)
Costume Designer for Hindsight for the Visually Impaired; MSU Mainstage Production;
Lucille Caudill Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; February 22-24, 2007
Costume Designer for The Learned Ladies; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; November 28-December 3, 2006; Certificate of Merit in
Design from the Kennedy Center ACTF
Costume Designer for Aida; MSU Mainstage Production; Button Auditorium; Morehead,
KY; April 20-22, 2006
Lighting Designer for Another Part of the Forest; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille
Caudill Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; November 15-20, 2005
Costume Designer for The Threepenny Opera; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille
Caudill Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; April 14-22, 2005
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Costume Designer for Pride’s Crossing; Plieadies Theatre Company; Kentucky Arts
Center; Louisville, KY March 24-April 3, 2005 (Professional Credit)
Costume Designer for The Elephant Man; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; October 7-16, 2004
Costume Designer for Shame the Devil; An Audience with Fanny Kemble; HERstory
Productions; Touring production based in Louisville, KY; May 2004-present
(Professional Credit)
Sound Designer for Orpheus Descending; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; April 13-18, 2004
Costume Designer for Antigone; MSU Mainstage Production; Lucille Caudill Little
Theatre; Morehead, KY; November 18-23, 2003
Costume Designer for A Midsummer Night’s Dream; MSU Mainstage Production;
Lucille Caudill Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; April 8-13, 2003
Director for Keely and Du; MSU Second Stage Production; Button Auditorium;
Morehead, KY; December 5-7, 2002
Lighting Designer for Equus; MSU Mainstage Theatrical Production; Lucille Caudill
Little Theatre; Morehead, KY; October 8-12, 2002
Director/Co-Author/Editor for In the Face of Fear; Original Script co-written and
performed by Governor’s Scholars; Richmond, KY; Summer 2002
Performed the role Aldonza in The Man of La Mancha; MSU Mainstage Theatrical
Production; Button Auditorium; Morehead, KY; April 4-6, 2002
Lighting Designer for The House of Blue Leaves MSU Mainstage Theatrical Production;
Kibbey Theatre; Morehead, KY; February 26-March 3, 2002
Performed the role of the Psychiatrist in Agnes of God; Senior capstone project; Kibbey
Theatre; Morehead, KY; December 12, 2001
Costume Designer for The Matchmaker; MSU Mainstage Theatrical Production; Button
Auditorium; Morehead, KY; October 11-13, 2001
Tour Manager (Wardrobe) for Circus Smirkus: Vermont’s International Youth Circus
Tour; Based in Greensboro, VT; June 17-August 20, 2001
Costume Designer for The Boyfriend; Emporia State University Professional Summer
Season; King Theatre; Emporia, Kansas; May 28-June 13, 2001 (Professional Credit)
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Lighting Designer for The Secret Garden; MSU Mainstage Theatrical Production; Button
Auditorium, March 29-31, 2001
Costume Designer for The Heiress; MSU Mainstage Theatrical Production; Kibbey
Theatre; Morehead, KY; February 20-25, 2001
Lighting Designer for Cloud Nine; MSU Second Stage Theatrical Production; Kibbey
Theatre; Morehead, KY; December 7-9, 2000
Creative Productions (Exhibits)
Visual Art in the Theatre; Art exhibits of Designs for the Theatre; Strider Art Gallery,
Morehead State University; December 2001
Creative Production Awards
Certificate of Merit for Directing; Kennedy Center American Collegiate Theatre festival
for direction of ‘Art’, October 2011
Designer Certificate of Merit Award; Kennedy Center American Collegiate Theatre
Festival for costume design of The Learned Ladies; February 2007
Scholarship (Articles)
Forgy, Jennifer and Watkins, Denise. “The Pinocchio Project: A Multicultural/ Multidisciplinarian Approach Utilizing Puppetry and Storytelling to Teach Arts and
Humanities.” Kentucky English Bulletin 53 (2004): 14-18
Scholarship (Conference Papers and Presentations)
Watkins, Denise. “Shedding the Tiara: The Evolution of Mary B. Craik, Pageant Queen
Turned Feminist Activist/Artist,” Hawaii International Conference on Arts and
Humanities, Honolulu, HI; January 10, 2019
Watkins, Denise. “The Chorus Line: Peer Mentoring Groups for Student Retention,”
Bluegrass Academic Leadership Academy; Asbury College, Wilmore KY, October 18, 2017
Watkins, Denise and Biggs, Octavia. “The Play’s The Thing: Theatre as a Springboard
for Experiential Learning Opportunities,” Engaging Kentucky Undergraduates through
Experiential Education Conference, Centre College, KY; March 21, 2017
Watkins, Denise. “Theatre For Social Change In Nigeria: The Plays of Julie Okoh and Her
Crusade Against Female Genital Mutilation”; Women’s and Gender Studies Conference at
the University of South Carolina; Columbia, South Carolina; March 1, 2013
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*”Collaborations: Teachers, Teaching Artists, Theatre Specialists and Theatres working
together to create a comprehensive dramatic experience for the student”; K-12 Institute at
the Southeastern Theatre Conference; Birmingham, Alabama; March 4-9, 2009; *Invited
speaker for keynote panel/discussion
“Theatre in Diversion: Using Theatre with at-risk Youth”; Southeastern Theatre
Conference; Birmingham, Alabama; March 4-9 2009
“Help! I want to Design, but I can’t Draw!”; Southeastern Theatre Conference; Chattanooga,
TN; March 3-8 2008
“It’s Art, but is it an A? Assessing Creativity”; United States Institute for Theatre
Technology; Phoenix, AZ; March 14, 2007
“The Pinocchio Project: A Multicultural/ Multi-disciplinarian Approach Utilizing
Puppetry and Storytelling to Teach Arts and Humanities”; International Conference for
Arts and Humanities; Honolulu, HI; January 11-14, 2005
Repeated at: Kentucky Council for the Teachers of English, Bowling Green, KY;
February 11-12, 2005; and Kentucky Conference for Teaching and Learning;
Louisville, KY; March 3-6, 2004
“Issues Facing New Teachers with the Theatre Certification.” Kentucky Theatre
Association Conference; Lexington, KY; November 12-13, 2004
“Creative Dramatics in the Language Arts Classroom,” Kentucky Council for the
Teachers of English Conference; Louisville, KY; February 6-7, 2004
“Dancing With Bears in Appalachia”; Kentucky Art Education Association Conference;
Bowling Green, KY; Oct. 3-4, 2003 (Based on results of the PT3 Project)
“Theatre: Producing the Core Content Across the Curriculum”; Kentucky Art Education
Association Conference; Morehead, KY; Oct. 4-5, 2002
Grants and Fellowships Awarded
$1, 750.00 from the MSU Center for Leadership and Professional Development for travel
to Paris, France to develop a study abroad course. (Proposal for course to be taught
through KIIS being developed). Summer, 2011
$3, 500.00 from the Stage Directors and Choreographers Union for guest choreographer
for Grease, July 2010-May 2011
$16, 374.00 from the MSU Center for Regional Engagement for The Little Company.
(August 2009-May 2010)
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$3, 883.00 from the Morehead State University Center for Regional Engagement for the
Morehead/Rowan County Repair Affair. (August 2008-May 2009)
$600.00 from UNITE in Rowan County for work on the Theatre in Diversion Program.
This is in conjunction with the Administrative Office of the Courts and the Court
Designated Worker in Rowan County. This was awarded for spring of 2007, fall of 2007,
fall 2008, and spring 2009 for a total of $2,400.00.
$15, 000.00 from PT3 Grant for work on MSU Arts Resources Website launched in
spring of 2003. This is in conjunction with The Arkansaw Bear touring show (misspelling
intentional), and visual art workshops with an Appalachian theme. (August 2002-May
2003)
Academic and Leadership Organizations
Kentucky Theatre Association
United States Institute of Theatrical Technology
Southeastern Theatre Conference
Oral History Association
Bluegrass Academic Leadership Academy (Graduate 2017)
Morehead-Rowan County Chamber of Commerce Leadership Academy (Graduate 2008)
Professional Service
Assistant Speech Team Coach, Rowan County Middle School (2019-present)
Rowan County Arts Center Board of Directors (May 2018-present)
Rowan County Middle School Site Based Decision Making Council (July 2018-present)
Respondent for Kennedy Center American Collegiate Theatre Festival
Kentucky Thespians Festival Adjudicator
Kentucky Theatre Association Board of Directors (President 2008-2010)
Theatre in Diversion with Ky. Administrative Office of the Courts (2007-2011)
Awards for Service
“Excellence in Civic Engagement by a MSU Faculty/Staff” at 2008 Constitution Days for
work in Theatre in Diversion Program.
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